
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2399May 8, 1997
it will be on Wednesday and we should
hope to have it completed on Wednes-
day morning.

Mr. BONIOR. And the budget resolu-
tion, can the gentleman enlighten us
on this side of the aisle when we expect
to have that resolution before us? Be-
fore the Memorial Day break? After?

Mr. ARMEY. Again if the gentleman
will yield, the Budget chairman and
the ranking member on Budget have
been discussing that, and I believe they
are prepared to go to markup on
Wednesday next on that in committee.
It is our expectation that we would
have it on the floor for consideration
on Tuesday, May 20. Then, of course,
we would hope that the other body
would keep pace and we would hope to
have that resolution agreed upon be-
tween the two bodies and passed in
final conference report before the re-
cess.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman.
Finally, just one other inquiry. On

Friday next, is it my understanding
from the gentleman’s comments that
we will be meeting in session next Fri-
day?

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
yield further, yes, we do anticipate
being in session and voting on Friday
next with, of course, every effort to
have our Members’ work completed by
2 p.m. for their Friday departure.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
by way of this inquiry to thank the
majority leader for visiting the Red
River Valley area in my home State, in
his home State of North Dakota, but
we had contemplated dealing with
some emergency regulatory suspension
with regards to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services to ac-
commodate the needs of the Red River
Valley and the Minnesota River Valley
area in both the Dakotas and Min-
nesota.

We were hopeful that the gentleman
would consult with the chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services with whom I have consulted
and we are trying to do that, and I
would hope that it would be possible to
bring that measure up on suspension
next Tuesday. I note that it was not
addressed in the gentleman’s outline
and I would just want to request the
gentleman’s attention to that matter
and hope that we can work out some-
thing along those lines.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for his inquiry.

If the gentleman will yield further, I
see the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services is here. We will discuss it pri-
vately. Certainly I understand the gen-
tleman’s concern and the gentleman’s
anxiety. We will try to be as responsive
as possible on that matter.
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HOUSING OPPORTUNITY AND
RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 133 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 2)
to repeal the United States Housing
Act of 1937, deregulate the public hous-
ing program and the program for rental
housing assistance for low-income fam-
ilies, and increase community control
over such programs, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. GOODLATTE in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
May 7, 1997, title III was open for
amendment at any point.

Are there any amendments to title
III?

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY
OF MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts:

Page 174, line 20, insert ‘‘VERY’’ before
‘‘LOW-INCOME’’.

Page 175, line 11, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-income.’’

Page 187, line 5, insert ‘‘VERY’’ before
‘‘LOW-INCOME.’’

Page 187, line 10, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-income.’’

Page 187, strike lines 13 through 22 and in-
sert the following:

(b) INCOME TARGETING.—
(1) PHA-WIDE REQUIREMENT.—Of all the

families who initially receive housing assist-
ance under this title from a public housing
agency in any fiscal year of the agency, not
less than 75 percent shall be families whose
incomes do not exceed 30 percent of the area
median income.

(2) AREA MEDIAN INCOME.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘area median in-
come’’ means the median income of an area,
as determined by the Secretary with adjust-
ments for smaller and larger families, except
that the Secretary may establish income
ceilings higher or lower than the percentages
specified in subsection (a) if the Secretary
finds determines that such variations are
necessary because of unusually high or low
family incomes.

Page 205, line 7, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

Page 205, line 24, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-’’.

Page 211, line 6, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

Page 214, line 1, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment deals with

the issue of the concentration of very
poor people in the voucher program.
The voucher program is an important
aspect of our overall housing policy in
this country where instead of having
families that live in public housing
units where they are concentrated in
large numbers, in many cases in some
of the kind of monstrosities that we
have come to think of as public hous-
ing, but rather as a different type of
program where any individual that is
eligible for the program simply re-
ceives a voucher and can take that
voucher really to any building in any
given locality. It is a tremendously ef-
fective program; it is one that has
broad bipartisan support. However, we
have to, I believe, recognize that the
major efforts that have been made by
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
has been to show his concern in H.R. 2
of the concentration of the number of
very poor people that live in public
housing.

Now, as a result of pursuing that pol-
icy, we have tried to pass amendments
that would have allowed the glidepath
of the number of very low-income peo-
ple that occupy public housing units to
decrease to about 50–50. In other words,
50 percent of the people in public hous-
ing units would have been people that
were very low income and 50 percent of
the people would be essentially work-
ing families.

That amendment was defeated, and
instead we go back to the underlying
language in H.R. 2 which would mean
that about 80 percent of the people in
public housing would be people with in-
comes that would be around $30 to
$40,000 a year, or working families.
While that is debated to be a positive
aspect of the new H.R. 2’s housing pol-
icy, it does beg the question as to what
occurs with the 5.3 million families in
this country who are very, very poor,
the vast majority of whom are chil-
dren.

Now what occurs of course is that
those families simply will be without
any housing assistance whatsoever. As
I have noted on previous occasions, we
have already cut the number of the
amount of funding for homeless pro-
grams by over 25 percent, we have cut
the funding for housing programs by
about 25 percent, and so therefore we
end up in a situation by fixing public
housing of simply throwing out mil-
lions of, or hundreds of thousands of
families, and perhaps not throwing
them out on the street, but neverthe-
less not providing them with any as-
sistance.

Now the basic rationale is that we
need to have more working families in
public housing. While that may be a de-
sirable public policy, as we have al-
ready debated, it does not seem to me
to hold up in any way, shape or form
when it comes to the voucher program.
There is no concentration of very poor
people in any communities in this
country using the voucher program.
And yet the Republican plan calls for
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under H.R. 2 a reduction in the number
of very poor families that would re-
ceive funding under the voucher pro-
gram, again decreasing dramatically
from the 75 percent of the people that
currently receive the vouchers at below
30 percent of median income to about
80 percent of the families over the pe-
riod of the next few years going to in-
comes above 80 percent of median.

And so what we have is a situation
where working families will end up re-
ceiving the voucher program, and while
people can argue that this is what they
want in terms of public housing or the
assisted housing policy, this is an issue
where I think it is crystal clear that
we do not have to throw out and turn
our backs on the very, very poor in
order to have the kind of income mix
and the kind of neighborhood mix that
I think is desirable in our country.

It seems to me that even in the rich-
est neighborhoods of America it would
not be bad to necessarily have a few
poor people living in apartments that
are being rented in those areas, if in
fact those apartments are available to
the section 8 program. If we want to
have mixed income communities, if
that is the ultimate desire of good
housing policy, then it seems to me
that we ought to continue to keep the
concentration levels up to 75 percent
that we have seen in the past under the
amendment that I am proposing.

Now this amendment that we propose
actually amends that program to allow
for an even greater mix of working
families to participate in the voucher
program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts was allowed to pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not going to object, but at
one time we discussed time limitation;
I thought perhaps agreement as to
that. If we can do that, that would be
helpful.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would entertain imposing
a time limitation if it appears at a cer-
tain point we would be going well be-
yond—I do not think we agreed to a
time limitation on this amendment. If
the gentleman would recognize it is
only a few Members in the Chamber,
we do not expect this debate is going to
last very long, and I would appreciate
the gentleman, maybe if we get beyond
20 minutes on each side we could enter-
tain a limitation.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
appreciate the gentleman allowing the
use he requests.

The point of this amendment is real-
ly very simple. It essentially, H.R. 2,
reduces the percentage of section 8 cer-

tificates that must go to the very, very
poor to only 40 percent from the cur-
rent levels of 75 percent. It also per-
mits up to 60 percent of the new sec-
tion 8 assistance to go to those with in-
comes as high as 80 percent of median,
as high as $41,600 in cities like Boston
and New York. Over time, millions of
very, very poor families could be de-
nied assistance in addition to 13 mil-
lion individuals and families with
acute housing problems.

Do not be fooled by arguments from
the other side about the concentrations
of the very poor in public housing. This
amendment has nothing to do with
public housing or warehousing individ-
uals, since section 8 assistance is port-
able.

The choice here is simple: Should we
target scarce Federal resources to
those in greatest need? I believe we
ought to. This amendment makes sure
that it will be done.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would respond to the
gentleman by saying I think he makes
a number of very good arguments and
that this is a reasonably close call, but
I would come down on the other side
because in the final measure there are
some ramifications that are imperfect,
and let me just go over a couple.

One is that all of a sudden we develop
a system in which the incentives are
not to work, and so this is a disincen-
tive-to-work provision.

Let me explain why it works out that
way, why if we pass this amendment,
we will in effect be locking out the
working poor from these programs.

For instance, in the State of Iowa,
and we have developed charts on a
number of States, 83 percent of the dis-
tricts in which families of four with
two parents working full-time at a
minimum wage would be excluded from
this program under the Kennedy ap-
proach.

Let me finish and then I will be
happy to yield.

If we take the State of Massachu-
setts, 44 percent of the districts in
which families of four with two parents
working full-time at no more than 55
cents above the minimum wage would
be excluded from this program. When
we exclude the working poor from the
program, what we do—even though the
gentleman is partly right that with
voucher program we do not segregate
the poor quite as dramatically, or the
poorest of the poor quite as dramati-
cally as we do in the nonvoucher ap-
proach, although there are in practice
sometimes a little bit of choice-based
movement into concentrated areas
that may occur—we give people an in-
centive to have a program benefit in-
stead of work.

Virtually all that we are trying to do
in this bill is work in a direction that
is a bit different than current policy,
and I acknowledge that, and it has
some disadvantages, and I would ac-

knowledge that as well. But we are try-
ing to move in the direction of having
more mixed approaches involving the
poorest of the poor and the working
poor being equal beneficiaries of, or if
not equal at least being accommodated
under Federal programs, and then to
say to those that are not working, that
there are more incentives to work.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to point
out to the gentleman I do not know
where he got his statistics, but the
basic statistic that I think everyone
acknowledges, and certainly, because I
know the gentleman from Iowa voted
for the minimum wage bill, I believe he
referenced that in the debate the other
day. Does the gentleman understand if
one works a 40-hour week at minimum
wage in this country, their income is
about $11,000 a year; that is below the
30 percent that I am referring to in our
targeting numbers?

So what I am trying to suggest here,
I do not know where the gentleman
gets the 55 cents and all the rest of
that stuff and he gave a bunch of these
statistics the other day. I am just
pointing out to the gentleman that the
families that we are talking about, 75
percent of which are below 30 percent,
in most cases are working.

So what we are saying is that even if
one works full time at a minimum
wage job, they are still below the 30
percent targeting cutoff that we are
trying to acknowledge is an important
cutoff for the purposes of making cer-
tain that we take care of the very poor.

Mr. LEACH. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the
gentleman is saying, and there is an as-
pect about targeting the poorest of the
poor that has great attractiveness. On
the other hand, all I know is that we
have asked our very professional staff
to go through an assessment and do the
statistical analysis, and I have a chart
in front of me of, oh, 15 States that at
a minimum have 67 percent and up to a
maximum of 94 percent of districts in
which families of four with two parents
working full time at minimum wage
will be excluded, and I stress this, ex-
cluded from choice-based assistance;
yes, it is under the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Just if the gentleman will yield for
clarification purposes, he is counting
two incomes and I am counting one. I
am saying $11,000 a year.

Mr. LEACH. We are counting two in-
comes of minimum wage with a family
of four.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. It
is $25,000 a year, Mr. Chairman. I mean
these are statistics that we went
through at length under the minimum
wage bill.

Mr. LEACH. All I am saying is the
gentleman has a philosophical point
that is deeply worthy of respect, and
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all I am trying to say is unfortunately
when we work it through, there are
counterproductive ramifications, and I
tried to lay out precisely what they
are.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, when we debated this
question of restricting aid to the very
poorest, and that is what we are talk-
ing about, the bill says we should do
less than we have been doing for the
very poorest people.
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The argument in favor of cutting
back on what we do for the poorest of
the poor, and remember that among
the poorest of the poor, and many of
them are just children and we are talk-
ing about small children who made the
mistake of being born to very poor par-
ents. The argument was with regard to
public housing; if we do not cut back
on what we are doing for the poorest of
the poor, we will hurt them.

The gentleman from Louisiana said
well, maybe we are going to be doing
less for the poorest of the poor, but we
will be improving the quality in the
housing projects by reducing economic
segregation. Well, this amendment is
one to which that argument simply
does not apply, despite the effort of the
gentleman from Iowa to try and drag it
in sideways.

The fact is that in public housing we
have concentration by definition of
people who are in public housing. When
we are talking about section 8, we are
talking about, particularly now since
we are not talking about project-based
where we construct these buildings, we
are talking about tenant-based vouch-
ers in section 8’s. They choose, they
can be moved about, so the concentra-
tion argument simply has no relevance.
We are now being told even without
concentration, we simply should not
help as many very poor people.

Why? Well, one argument, the gen-
tleman from Iowa says the amendment
of my friend from Massachusetts, [Mr.
KENNEDY] has a lot of appeal, but he
has to vote against it. I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
LEACH] because, as we debate the hous-
ing bill time and again the gentleman
gets up and acknowledges the appeal,
acknowledges the cogency of it. He is a
man of iron discipline. He can resist
more things that appeal to him by any-
body I have met. He will time and
again tell us that that is a good point,
and that reaches a strong emotion, but
we must be tough.

But on whom are we being tough,
some 3-year-old with a poor mother?
Why are we being tough on her? Be-
cause if we allow her housing, we will
give her a disincentive to work. That
was the argument. If we do not cut
back on what we give to the poorest of
the poor, it will be a disincentive to
work.

The gentleman is suffering from cul-
tural lag, Mr. Chairman, which I be-

lieve is a parliamentarily approved
condition, he forgets about the welfare
bill.

Does the gentleman not remember
that the majority reformed welfare?
They no longer have the option of re-
fusing to work if they are eligible to
work. As a matter of fact, they cannot
even refuse to work under the law now,
even if there is no job. Whether or not
there is a job for them is irrelevant.
They will be punished if they do not go
to work.

So this notion that we are giving
people a disincentive forgets about the
welfare bill. Welfare is time-limited.
The argument that we are giving peo-
ple a disincentive to work does not
make any sense, because they will be
cut off altogether. The question is sim-
ply whether they are working, and at
minimum wage jobs, the number of
two-parent families is probably not as
great as some one-parent families.

We have a one-parent family on mini-
mum wage, they are fully eligible here.
And the notion that we are giving peo-
ple a disincentive, I mean, what the
gentleman is saying is, if we tell the
very poorest of the poor that they can
get housing, they will say oh, wonder-
ful. I get to live in section 8 housing;
even though my welfare is going to ex-
pire in 2 years, I no longer have to
work.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is
the way it will happen.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to explain to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] who the
Kennedy amendment would exclude,
and this is staff analysis.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time briefly,
and I will yield back, but I regret that
the Rules of the House do not allow us
to yield to staff, because we could prob-
ably, by cutting out the middleman,
have a more cogent debate; but given
that is the rule, I will yield again to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, in
Brownsville, TX, a family making
$15,750 will be excluded from this pro-
gram. However, the fair market rent
there is about $510, which is 39 percent
of income.

After paying for the year’s rent, that
family will have only $9,631 to pay all
other expenses from food to clothing to
medical expenses.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, again reclaiming my time,
how does this exclude them? I think
the gentleman misstates when he says
that they will be excluded. I think he is
inaccurately suggesting that the
amendment of my friend from Massa-
chusetts will totally restrict them
from the program and will exclude
them. Will he explain to me how they
will be excluded?

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, what

the amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts does and one of the rea-
sons I think this is such a close call is
suggest that only the poorest of the
poor would be targeted.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, let me
say this: Amendments do not suggest,
amendments say, they are wording.
And I think, Mr. Chairman, I believe
that the chairman of the committee is
being a little more ambiguous than the
rules allow in this sense.

I challenge the notion that this ex-
cludes people. It does not suggest that
they are excluded, it is amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] has expired.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I ask for 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving my right to object, I
would just like to ask if the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] will
yield to me.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAZIO].

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the inaccurate statement
has been made, in all good faith, that
this excludes people, and I do not be-
lieve it excludes them. This is not, as I
understand, I would just say in 10 more
seconds I will yield, I have previously
supported amendments to the Federal
preference system because they had the
effect of totally excluding people above
poverty. This is not an effort totally to
exclude them, nor do I believe the
amendment does exclude them.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO].

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman. I would
just say in the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts’ amendment, the eligibility
for choice-based assistance is re-
stricted to families with incomes of 50
percent or below of median income.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would inquire of the gen-
tleman, 50 percent, not 30 percent.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, to respond, no, but the language
of the gentleman’s amendment is that
anybody above 50 percent is excluded,
and that is what the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. LEACH] is taking.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, I think there is a
clear misunderstanding here. My im-
pression was from the gentleman from
Iowa, and maybe I misheard him, was
talking about 30 percent. If we were
talking about 50 percent, it would be
different. I thought there was a sugges-
tion that the amendment excluded peo-
ple above 30 percent of median, not 50
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percent. That is a very different set of
categories. I thought we were talking
about people at 30 percent. If we are
talking about 50 percent, it is a dif-
ferent story, but I thought there were
statistics being given of people at 30
percent.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would just point out to my
good friend that even HUD’s own docu-
ment here says that the likelihood of
households having severe housing prob-
lems declines sharply as incomes rise
above 30 percent of median. Over 70
percent of unassisted renters with in-
comes below 30 percent of median have
priority problems compared with only
23 percent of unassisted renters with
incomes between 31 and 50 percent.

What all that means is that the acute
housing needs of people with incomes
below $25,000 are where the housing de-
mand is. If we have incomes above
$25,000, people generally can afford
housing.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, my
clear understanding is the gentleman
from Ohio was talking about 30 percent
below median, not 50 percent, and 50
percent is the accurate people, people
not being excluded below 30 percent.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, it is a very interesting
debate trying to decide how many
vouchers we should have and how we
can fairly distribute these vouchers. I
think it would be fair to say that it
would be very difficult ever to come up
with a completely fair answer for ev-
erybody. I do not think there is a right
answer. I think the whole debate over
public housing is an interesting debate
and, for me, a very disappointing de-
bate. I do not know what number day
this is, but it must be the 4th or 5th
day we have been into the debate over
public housing, and the differences be-
tween the two major debates here
seems to be so little, from my view-
point.

Mr. Chairman, what we are really
dealing with, and I think everybody is
concerned about it, and that is how do
we provide the maximum number of
houses for poor people. That is what we
want to do. We have different versions
of this effort, but the detail on how to
do this, and this micromanagement,
even like who gets vouchers and how to
declare and what is happening, this is
just a very, very strange debate for
somebody like myself who comes from
a free market constitutional position.
But nevertheless, I hear this debate.

I do know, though, that if we look in
general terms throughout the world,
the more socialized a country is, the
more interventionist it is, the more the
government is involved in housing, the
less houses we have for poor people.
The more freedom a country has, the
more houses there are.

We have only been in the business of
really working to provide housing for
our poor people in the last 30 years,
and I do not think we have done that
good a job. I think we have plenty of
poor people. As a matter of fact, there
are probably more homeless now than
there were even 30 years ago. However,
I think someday we might have to
wake up and decide that public housing
might not be the best way to achieve
housing for poor people.

The basic assumption here in public
housing is that if somebody does not
have a house and another person has
two houses, if we take one house from
him and give it to the other one, that
this would be fair and equitable. For
some reason, this is not very appealing
to me and to many others. As a matter
of fact, if there was some slight degree
of success on this, it would create a
very dull society; it would cause a very
poor society as well. But the efforts by
government to redistribute houses
never works, and we have to finally, I
think, admit to this.

Mr. Chairman, the effort to pay for
public housing is another problem. It is
always assumed that there is going to
be some wealthy individual that will
pay for the house for the poor individ-
ual. But the assumption is always that
the wealthy will pay for it, but unfor-
tunately, due to our tax system and
due to the inflationary system that we
have, low, middle income and middle
class individuals end up paying the
bills.

This whole process is a snowball ef-
fect. The more effort we put out, the
more problems it leaves, the more defi-
cits we have, the more inflation we
have, the more people become unem-
ployed, and the more poor people we
have, and the more pressure there is to
build houses. This is what is going on.
That is why people decry the fact that
there are more homeless than ever be-
fore. And I grant, I believe there prob-
ably is, but I also believe that we are
on the wrong track. I do not see how
public housing has been beneficial. I
believe, quite frankly, that it has been
very detrimental.

The two approaches that I hear, one
wants to raise the budget by $5 billion
on our side of the aisle, and the other
side complains it is not enough. I
mean, how much more money? Is
money itself going to do it?

The basic flaw in public housing is
that both sides of this argument that I
hear is based on a moral assumption
that I find incorrect. It is based on the
assumption that the government has
the moral authority to use force to re-
distribute wealth, to take money from
one group to give to another. In other
words, it endorses the concept that one
has a right to their neighbor’s prop-
erty.

This, to me, is the basic flaw that we
accept, we do not challenge. I chal-
lenge it because I believe a free society
is a more compassionate society. A free
society can produce more houses than
any type of government intervention

or any government socialization of a
program.

Compassion is a wonderful thing, but
if it is misled by erroneous economic
assumptions, it will do the opposite.
The unintended consequences of gov-
ernment intervention, government
spending, government inflation is a
very serious problem, because it lit-
erally creates more of the problem that
we are trying to solve.

So I would suggest that we should
think more favorably about freedom,
the marketplace, and a sound currency.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] for yielding to
me.

I would just like to point out a num-
ber of income levels at the 50 percent of
median that the amendment calls for.
In Los Angeles, one can make $25,650 a
year, and this really goes to the chair-
man of the full committee’s numbers
that he was citing earlier.

I just want to point out to the gen-
tleman that that definitely covers two
minimum wage income families, or
wage earners. In New York it would
$24,500. Washington, DC would be
$34,150. Boston, MA, $28,250. In all of
those circumstances, two minimum
wage job earners in a single family
would still qualify for this program.

So what it really comes down to, and
if the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
LEACH] would engage in just a brief col-
loquy, I would appreciate it, because
what we are really talking about, the
gentleman understands that this no
longer is an amendment that applies to
public housing, it simply applies to the
voucher program.

I think we have answered the issue as
to whether or not this is somehow a
disincentive to work. This indicates
that two people working in the same
family at minimum wage jobs would
still be eligible for this program in al-
most every major city in America. And
so what we are trying to suggest is
that we have a real problem here where
it is in fact the largest single growing
area of our population, the very, very
poor.

So the question before us is whether
or not we are going to provide the
housing to those very, very poor people
under the voucher program.

Now, there are other programs that
exist in the Federal Government such
as housing finance agencies, all sorts of
subsidy programs for homeownership,
that incomes of $25,000, $30,000, $35,000 a
year are all eligible. The low income
housing tax credit, there are a whole
range of additional programs that meet
those individuals’ needs.

b 1645
We ought to be encouraging home

ownership among those folks. This is a
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program that has no concentration
problems, has no problems with regard
to creating these monstrosities of old
public housing units, but what it does
do is say that, please, let us try and
provide this resource to the families
that have the greatest need.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to reemphasize
the point my friend just made, this is
the only program which you can get
into, basically, if you are 50 percent
and below. There are other programs,
not as much. There is the low-income
housing tax credit which helps people
at 70 and 80 and 90 percent and 60 per-
cent. There is the home program.

We have traditionally had in housing
programs what we call deep subsidy
programs and shallower subsidy pro-
grams. The problem we have is this:
There is no way people at 30 and 40 per-
cent can work their way into the lower
subsidy programs. They cannot work
up to that. They will never have
enough money. So what you are doing
is excluding to a great extent many of
the poorest people from the only pro-
gram they can afford. We have a range
of programs, and you are skewing what
has been a more balanced mix.

I never wanted this to be only for the
very poor, and I fought some of the
Federal preferentials that made it only
for the very poor, but the point is when
you talk about the exclusion of work-
ing people you are forgetting the low-
income housing tax credit, you are for-
getting tax-exempt bonds for State
housing finance agencies, you are for-
getting the home program, elderly
housing programs, you are forgetting a
whole range of other things which pro-
vide only for people at the upper end of
eligibility, and you are denying it to
people for whom it is the only resource.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would just stress that this program as
currently drafted in the statute applies
to the poorest of the poor, and it also
applies to the working poor. The
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts will exclude in many in-
stances the working poor.

The second gentleman from Massa-
chusetts notes, quite properly, that
there are other programs that also deal
with the working poor. But just so that
there is no misunderstanding, because
the gentleman cited some inner city
circumstances that this amendment
would not be exclusive of, in 16 States,
67 percent or more of HUD districts,
families of four with two parents work-
ing full time at the minimum wage,
would be excluded from this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. KENNEDY of
Masssachusetts and by unanimous con-
sent, Mr. GONZALEZ was allowed to pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I would
also say that in addition to the 16
States, where two-thirds of the dis-
tricts would be excluded, even in Mas-
sachusetts, which is not as affected as
some other States, 44 percent of HUD
districts would be excluded, of families
of four with two parents working full
time at no more than 55 cents above
the minimum wage.

So what this amendment does that is
good is it targets the poorest of the
poor. What it does that is imperfect is
that it gives disincentives to work and
it excludes many members of the rel-
atively working poor.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
would just like to respond, Mr. Chair-
man, that the gentleman from Iowa
has generally been a fair-minded chair-
man, and I think that he would perhaps
admit that before this bill becomes
law, some of these targeting amend-
ments will change. So I find it surpris-
ing that he is going to argue this on
merits.

Those families that the gentleman
just cited I believe would all be eligible
for home ownership programs through-
out the State of Massachusetts and all
the other 17 States the gentleman just
identified.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, this notion of a work dis-
incentive, given the existence of the
welfare bill, would cut you off just
comes out of thin air. The notion that
people quit jobs or refuse to get jobs
because they might get a section 8
when they would have no other means
of support simply does not make any
sense at all.

Do the Members on the other side not
remember what they did in the welfare
bill? I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to try
and put this whole debate into perspec-
tive. Under H.R. 2, the bill that we
have been discussing for the last 4 or 5
days, under the choice-based program,
which is commonly known as the
voucher program, if a local community
chooses they may target every single
one of the vouchers to people below 30
percent of area median income, the
poorest of the poor. If they choose,
they can target them all to 20 percent,
or 15 percent, or 10 percent. The idea is
that the local community can choose.

To the extent that the amendment of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] handcuffs the hands of

local authorities and says that they
must set aside x amount of units to
people below 30 percent of area median
income, and no vouchers to those fami-
lies making over 50 percent of area me-
dian income, what it says is that the
local communities, the housing author-
ity cannot make a rational distinction
for families that may be at 51 percent
of area median income but have special
needs. They are shut out.

Make no mistake about it, this is
about local control, this is about flexi-
bility, this is about local communities
being able to set their own goals with
the understanding that at a minimum
under this bill, at a minimum, that
they must devote 40 percent of the
units to people making under 30 per-
cent of area median income, the poor-
est of the poor, at a minimum 40 per-
cent of the units. But they can do 50 or
60 or 70 or 80, depending on the local
characteristics, and depending on the
need of the people who are asking to be
served, because some people will fall 1
or 2 or 5 or 8 percentage points higher,
and they will have special needs that
make them deserving of getting that
voucher.

Now, it is entirely correct, entirely
correct, because when we are using
HUD statistics, that if the amendment
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] is adopted, families
with two incomes, a husband and a wife
at minimum wage or a few pennies
above minimum wage, like 50 cents
over minimum wage, will be com-
pletely shut out from vouchers, a fam-
ily of four.

For example, in Pennsylvania, a fam-
ily of four with two wage earners, a
mom and dad at minimum wage, living
in 61 percent of HUD’s fair market rent
areas will not be eligible to receive the
voucher benefit; none, no families. In
Illinois, 70 percent of the fair market
rent areas would have families of four
that would be wholly ineligible under
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] to receive a voucher; in Arkan-
sas, 93 percent; in Louisiana, 94 per-
cent; 94 percent. Do Members want to
know who is excluded? The families
with two parents working at minimum
wage, that is who would be excluded
under the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

So if we took it to its logical exten-
sion, if people responded to the incen-
tives that would be created by the gen-
tleman’s amendment, they would
choose not to marry or they certainly
would choose, they would certainly
choose not to work, and so they would
make no income. Therefore they would
respond to the incentives under the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts to receive the ben-
efit. But if they are workers at mini-
mum wage and trying to make it, try-
ing to live by the rules, they are shut
out.

We are not saying under H.R. 2 that
poor people should not get help, be-
cause under H.R. 2 we are saying at a
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minimum, at a minimum, 40 percent of
those vouchers ought to go to people of
very low income. There is no maximum
of vouchers to the very poor, but it is
up to the local community to decide.
We are not prescribing from Washing-
ton. We are not saying, again, Big
Brother will tell you exactly what to
do and what percentages you are going
to set, because in the real world, in the
real world, percentages do not accu-
rately reflect the needs of families and
individuals.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, is the gentleman seriously
trying to stand up before us and tell us
that if we target housing to very poor
families, that that is a disincentive to
get married?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, what I am
suggesting is that the gentleman’s
amendment, if adopted, would do pre-
cisely that. It would create that level
of incentive, because I would say to the
gentleman, again, if you have a family
of two making minimum wage, you
would not be eligible under the gentle-
man’s amendment to receive vouchers
in a vast amount of areas throughout
the country. But if you chose not to
get married or if you chose not to
work, then you would be eligible. That
is the incentive that the gentleman’s
amendment would create. That is why
I am opposed to the gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have been fascinated
by this debate, and a little perplexed. I
kind of came in when the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PAUL] was making his
comments, and noted that there were
some striking similarities between
what we were debating today and what
we debated last week.

Last week we were trying to tell our
colleagues on the other side, including
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAUL],
that if you take a house away from one
person and give it to another, you are
creating a problem for the one from
whom you took it. That is why we said,
hey, unless you are creating more
housing, every time you take a public
housing unit away from the very poor
and give it to the working poor you are
disadvantaging the very poor and put-
ting them on the street.

The gentleman from Texas is not
here, but I wanted to tell him that I
certainly agree with his notion that if
you take a house away from somebody
and give it to somebody else, the per-
son you took it from has been dis-
advantaged, but that was true last
week as well as it is this week. It did
not change from last week to this
week. The same theory applies. It was
true then, it is true now.

I wanted to tell him that while he
may be right that public housing is a

problem, we are not talking about pub-
lic housing now. This is about vouch-
ers, and so we are not talking about
public housing projects or public hous-
ing communities this week. We had
that discussion last week.

I certainly want to tell the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO], the
chairman of the subcommittee, that it
is fine for him to talk about local flexi-
bility today, but where was all the
local flexibility last week when we
were debating this issue, or earlier this
week, when we were debating this
issue? He values local flexibility now,
it seems to me he would have valued it
then.

But first and foremost, I cannot un-
derstand why last week and earlier this
week the objective was to come up
with a mix, and all of a sudden now we
are on the other side of that issue. It is
okay to mix in public housing working
poor, even if it is at the expense of the
very poor, but it is not okay to mix
into the voucher program more poor
people because that vouchered housing
is out in some other parts of the com-
munity. If it is a good policy to support
mixing income levels, then, my good-
ness, is it not a good policy running in
both directions? It cannot be only a
one-way street.

I do not understand, Mr. Chairman,
why we have gotten ourselves into this,
except that again the committee chair-
man and the subcommittee chairman
are defending this bill at all costs, as if
it was some perfect vehicle. This bill is
not perfect. The problem is we have got
a limited number of units and they
have to go to somebody. We have a lim-
ited number of vouchers and they have
to go to somebody.

We are trying to figure out some way
to get not only poor people, the work-
ing poor taken care of, but we are try-
ing to figure out a way to get the very
poor taken care of, because if we do not
do that, those people are going to end
up on the street.

b 1700

They do not have any options. And so
while the Kennedy solution is not a
perfect solution, the only perfect solu-
tion is to come up with more housing
units for public housing and more
vouchers for nonpublic housing to ac-
commodate all of the people who do
not have enough housing. That is the
only perfect solution. I would submit
to my colleagues that the solution of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] is a lot better than the
solution that is provided for in the base
bill.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the Kennedy amendment.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding to me.

I want to respond just briefly to a
number of these issues. We hear an
awful lot of heated rhetoric here. I
think when we get to a point where we
are suggesting that by looking out for
very poor people that we are somehow
dealing with a disincentive to get mar-
ried, we have reached a new low in
terms of how we characterize this de-
bate. This is very simply an issue of
the fact that there are not enough re-
sources to take care of the housing
needs of very poor people.

The chairman of the committee un-
derstands very clearly that we did cut
25 percent of the Nation’s homeless
budget in these last 2 years. We have
also dramatically cut back on housing
funding by another 25 percent. The
number of poor people that we are
going to be able to affect in terms of
housing policy has shrunk, not grown.
The number of poor people that are eli-
gible for this housing has grown sub-
stantially, not shrunk. So we have a
bigger problem with shorter resources.

The question is whether or not in
terms of these public housing projects,
whether or not we should have a better
mix of working families in those
projects. I believe we should. I think
that the Republican solution went too
far in terms of public housing itself.
However, we lost that debate. I accept
that loss.

This is a different debate. This deals
with the voucher program where the
Government gives them a voucher.
They can take it to any neighborhood.
Where a landlord will accept payment
in that neighborhood, they can get the
unit. It has nothing to do with con-
centrations.

We have other housing programs
with people, and I am sure in the State
of Iowa, the State of Massachusetts,
two very different States, I have spent
time in both, when there are States as
varying as those two, they are able to,
with incomes of $25,000, $28,000, $30,000 a
year, incomes with two parents work-
ing, they are eligible for a broad array
of homeownership programs, including
many programs that are offered by pri-
vate sector banks, many of whom are
incentivized through the Community
Reinvestment Act.

There are banks that would line up
to get families that have that kind of
income to make loans to them, to buy
condominiums that might be worth,
$60,000, $70,000, $80,000 to $100,000 in all,
a broad array of these markets. They
are not the individuals that badly need
the voucher program.

The families that need the voucher
program are the very poor. It is the
single largest growing portion of the
American population. For us to say,
using just the rhetoric of public hous-
ing projects, to denounce and to sug-
gest that somehow by looking out for
very poor people, this bill has
fungibility built in, a new policy that I
strongly object to, because what it en-
ables us to do is to take and strip peo-
ple out of various projects and take
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them out of the public housing pro-
gram and put them into the voucher
program or vice versa.

The chairman would understand that
there is an incentive brought by the
local public housing authority to take
in more upper-income people. It means
that there are going to be very many
more, very low income people that are
not going to have any government as-
sistance, nobody is going to take care
of them. They are going to be out on
the street. That is ultimately the pol-
icy that we are endorsing here. It is
not antimarriage. It is not antilove. It
is not antianything. It is just saying,
can we find it in our souls to just be a
little compassionate?

We have told the poor people they
have to go to work. We have told the
poor people that they cannot have dogs
and cats. Well, OK, if we want to say
that. We have told them all sorts of
things in this bill. They have got to file
personal improvement programs. They
have to go to work. They have got all
sorts of different requirements placed
on them. What we are just trying to
suggest is put whatever requirements
we have to, but please give this hous-
ing to those families that have the
greatest need.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, there are
two statistics that I think one has to
be very careful of. The gentleman has
used 25 percent and with the time
frame, but it must be placed in the
RECORD that this bill that we have be-
fore us is 100 percent of the administra-
tion’s request this year.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa
knows that the funding levels that we
have already suggested, that the Presi-
dent was wrong at the funding levels. I
know my colleague makes the case
that that means that we are out of
touch.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. NADLER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, what I am pointing out
to the gentleman is that it was the Re-
publican Congress, it was under his
leadership that this committee cut the
homeless budget by 25 percent and cut
the housing budget by 25 percent as
well. It was those actions that ended
up with the lower funding levels at $20
billion a year and less than a billion
dollars a year in homeless funding.
That is what happened. It was under
the Republican leadership, under the
Contract With America, under the re-
scission bill that that took place. And

that is why we are at the level of fund-
ing we are today. It is unconscionable
that President Clinton accepted those
funding levels. And if he were here on
this floor today, I would tell him to his
face.

This is a terrible level of housing as-
sistance but it does not provide an ex-
cuse for us going along with it.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to be very precise on several
points. The gentleman has referred to a
reduction in spending for several pro-
grams as part of a 95 supplemental
which was not passed out of our com-
mittee. This was not a committee that
passed that out. So the gentleman is
making a point in attempting to assert
a degree of personal responsibility for
which I think he should be very cau-
tious.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, did the gentleman from
Iowa vote for that budget?

Mr. LEACH. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and
the President of the United States
signed it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I have said that I do not go
along with the President of the United
States on this. I certainly did not vote
for it. The gentleman’s side initiated it
and his side voted for it.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would also stress again, what this bill
does, as it is currently constituted, is
target to the poorest of the poor, but
then it does not say that the near-poor
are excluded. What the Kennedy
amendment does is exclude the near-
poor. In this regard, we are also saying
that it is local discretion. There is no
binding exclusion which the Kennedy
amendment implies. But under the
committee approach, 100 percent would
go to the poorest of the poor.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. NADLER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I just wonder if perhaps the
solution to this issue would be to go
back to what is current policy. Would
the gentleman from Iowa object to a
provision that would suggest that we
keep 75 percent of the units at below 30
percent and allow the other 25 percent
to go to whatever income levels that
the gentleman chooses?

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would be happy to look carefully at
language that comes before the com-
mittee. We will seriously review it.
That will become a conferenceable
issue. This chairman of this committee
would have an open mind.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would suggest to the gen-
tleman that we are in the midst of a
markup. We are at a situation right
now, Mr. Chairman, where we have the
possibility. I have the authority to ac-
cept that provision. It goes back to ex-
isting law. We do not need a lot of
studies. We have a lot of years of expe-
rience. I wonder whether or not the
chairman would convince the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Housing to ac-
cept that right now.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. LAZIO of New
York, and by unanimous consent, Mr.
NADLER was allowed to proceed for 30
additional seconds.)

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say that the very essence
of H.R. 2 is local flexibility. That is not
in current law. Current law suggests,
again, go back to the same old Wash-
ington prescription. This is why we
want to have this kind of flexibility so
that working people, families making,
a family of four with two wage earners
at minimum wage would not be shut
out as they are, both under the Ken-
nedy amendment and under current
law.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I cannot sit here and listen
to the chairman of our subcommittee
say that with a straight face after the
debate we had last week. The essence
of this bill is certainly not local flexi-
bility, far from it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. Kennedy of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 133, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] will
be postponed.

Are there further amendments to
title III?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of amendment is as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. NADLER:
Page 184, strike lines 5 through 8 and insert

the following:
(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated for providing public housing
agencies with housing assistance under this
title for each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002—
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(1) such sums as may be necessary to renew

any contracts for choice-based assistance
under this title or tenant-based assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the repeal
under section 601(b) of this Act) that expire
during such fiscal year, only for use for such
purpose; and

(2) $305,000,000, only for use for incremental
assistance under this title.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, we have negotiated a time limita-
tion on this amendment of 26 minutes,
evenly divided, the gentleman from
New York controlling half the time and
myself controlling half the time.

I ask unanimous consent that debate
on this amendment and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 26 minutes,
evenly divided between the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] and my-
self.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York [Mr. LAZIO] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER], each will control 13 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an
amendment to this bill that would, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from New York on the other side and
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
their hard work on this bill. This bill is
seriously deficient because it reneges
on our national commitment to create
decent affordable housing. This bill
provides absolutely no specific funding
to make any new housing available to
low income or moderate income fami-
lies.

My amendment, which the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] joins me
in offering, would authorize 50,000 new
section 8 vouchers to help low income
families afford safe decent housing. We
must send the appropriators a message
that we believe the creation of new sec-
tion 8 vouchers is a priority.

I would like to thank the chairman
of the subcommittee and gentleman
from Massachusetts for including lan-
guage in the bill so that funding will be
available to renew all existing section
8 vouchers. It is vitally important that
those families currently benefiting
from this program not be suddenly
thrown out on the street. But it is not
enough. The need for housing assist-
ance remains staggering. Today 5.3
million poor families either pay more
than 50 percent of their income for rent
or live in severely substandard hous-
ing.

President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, founder of the public housing
system in our Nation, spoke eloquently
in 1944 of the fact that, and I quote,
‘‘True individual freedom cannot exist
without economic security and inde-
pendence. Necessitous men are not free
men.’’

FDR was right. Every family has the
right to a decent home, or do we no
longer believe this to be so?

President Roosevelt’s commitment
to provide decent, safe, affordable
housing to those that cannot afford the
rent in the private market continued
through administrations both Repub-
lican and Democratic. Richard Nixon,
Ronald Reagan and George Bush all to
some degree continued that commit-
ment. But 2 years ago, the majority in
Congress decided that commitment was
no longer worth keeping. For the first
time since the program began, no
money was provided in that budget for
new section 8 vouchers.

Our amendment will return to the
legacy of the past half century. It will
authorize funding to provide for an ad-
ditional 50,000 certificates, equal to the
President’s request. I challenge anyone
to argue that tenant-based section 8
vouchers do not achieve their goals.
The tenant-based section 8 program is
one of the most successful housing pro-
grams in existence. Section 8 pays a
portion of a qualified family’s rent.
Each family commits 30 percent of
their income to rent. The rest is paid
by the section 8 voucher.

Overall rents are capped at fair mar-
ket value. Thanks to section 8, families
are able to afford decent safe housing;
nothing extravagant and frankly some-
times not very nice at all, but much
better than the alternative. For these
families section 8 is more than a con-
tract or a subsidy. It is often the foun-
dation upon which they can build life-
long economic self-sufficiency. Section
8 allows families to enter the private
housing market and choose where they
live, creating better income mixes
throughout our communities.
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Today over a million families receive
section 8 vouchers, which give them
the mobility to choose their own de-
cent housing. Yet over 5 million house-
holds are defined by HUD as having
worst case housing needs; that is, pay-
ing over 50 percent of their income in
rent or living in severely substandard
housing. Not one of these 5 million
families receives any Federal housing
assistance. Their need is desperate. We
must not turn our backs on the reali-
ties of the housing market and our peo-
ple’s desperate needs.

Our amendment will allow 50,000
more families to live in safe, afford-
able, decent housing. It is not asking
for much. We only ask that today we
commit to meet 1 percent of the need
for affordable housing in our Nation.
We can and should do more, but today,
I will ask only for a very modest down-
payment.

Some will say even helping 1 percent
will cost too much. Some will say we
cannot afford to pay the $6,000 per fam-
ily it would cost to provide decent
housing for these families. The reality
is we cannot afford to shirk this re-
sponsibility.

The money is there. The chairman of
the Committee on the Budget has
taken the lead in pointing out the bil-
lions of dollars we spend each year on

corporate welfare. The GAO recently
reported that the Department of De-
fense has $2.7 billion in inventory items
which are not needed to meet the serv-
ices’ operating and reserve require-
ments. Simply eliminating from the
defense budget just the storage cost of
these unnecessary inventory items
would save $382 million annually, sub-
stantially more than the cost of this
amendment.

That is the choice before us today:
Pay for outdated, archaic, inflated
needs, and we can find them through-
out the budget, or focus our scarce re-
sources on programs that, without
question, do much good. Which is more
important, unnecessary rivets collect-
ing dust in a warehouse somewhere or
a roof over a family’s head?

Mr. Chairman, I ask support for this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAZIO] for allowing me to proceed,
and I thank the other gentleman from
New York [Mr. NADLER] for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, next week the House
will consider a supplemental appropria-
tions bill to help the victims of the Red
River flood. I will join most Members
in supporting this legislation because
the families of Grand Forks need and
deserve our help. But the offset for this
emergency assistance is, once again,
housing.

It seems that every time we cut the
budget or provide relief to victims of
natural disasters, the first account we
look to is the housing account. In this
latest supplemental we are cutting
housing programs by $3.5 billion. These
funds were put aside by housing au-
thorities at our discretion to begin to
cover the massive payment we all
know is coming due for expiring
project-based assistance.

These are not just my views. This
week the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Budget, PETE DOMENICI,
said expiring section 8 contracts will
gobble up discretionary spending. So,
with no thought to the consequences,
we will soon vote to eliminate funding
for 500,000 federally assisted housing
units.

The amendment I offer, with my good
friend from New York, Mr. NADLER,
says we must stop using HUD for spare
parts. Under Presidents Richard Nixon,
Gerald Ford, Ronald Reagan, and
George Bush, Congress and the Presi-
dent managed to find at least some new
money for housing. But last year, for
the first time in 50 years, we provided
nothing, no new money for housing
construction and no new money for
section 8.

It is not because we solved the hous-
ing crisis. As we all know too well, 5.3
million families still pay over half
their income in rent and live in sub-
standard units, the likes of which my
colleagues and I would be repulsed by.
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Our amendment provides a modest

increase of $300 million for section 8
housing each year over the next 5
years. Our amendment lets 50,000 new
families each year receive desperately
needed housing assistance. It is iden-
tical to the President’s request, which
means that in the context of balancing
the budget, we can afford it.

I commend the gentleman from New
York, Chairman LAZIO, for many of the
reforms in this bill, particularly in the
area of public housing. I understand he
is under a great deal of pressure to cut
spending, and he has received no sup-
port from those on his side of the aisle
to fight for funding.

This is, indeed, a well-intentioned
bill, but it is not enough. We have a 50-
year streak of helping those with hous-
ing needs. Let us not jeopardize it.
Support the Nadler-Schumer amend-
ment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 41⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say, first of
all, that under the terms of H.R. 2, the
bill we are debating today, we do au-
thorize incremental or new vouchers.
In the language of the bill we simply
authorize that such sums as may be
necessary are authorized. The reason
for that is because we do not have any
basis for fixing a sum.

For example, certain buildings in
public housing will be demolished, in
which case some of those residents may
receive vouchers. In some cases the
cost of remodeling will be so great that
it will be more cost effective and the
choice will be better for the tenant to
receive a voucher, and they will receive
that voucher. In other situations, peo-
ple that may be displaced are seniors
or disabled and will be receiving vouch-
ers but, again, we are not sure exactly
how many there are.

So we have tried to make it clear
from an authorizing standpoint that we
are for additional new vouchers, but we
cannot exactly say for sure because
there is no basis to say for sure how
many new vouchers we are authorizing.

Now, under the amendment offered
by the gentlemen from New York, they
are requesting a sum certain, $350 mil-
lion in budget authority for new sec-
tion 8 certificates and vouchers of the
choice-based program under the terms
of the bill. According to the General
Accounting Office, there is no basis in
fact in which to determine, other than
this objective, that 50,000 vouchers is
the appropriate amount of vouchers. It
may be too little or it may be too
much, but there is no certainty.

That is why we have allowed maxi-
mum flexibility in the bill but, at the
same time, a statement that we believe
that additional vouchers should be au-
thorized, they are authorized and
should be appropriated for.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding to me.

Let me just say first that the reason
we put a specific amount in here, and
the specific amount is the amount sug-
gested in the President’s budget, is
that we believe that given the fact that
in this year’s budget, the budget we are
living under now, there is zero appro-
priation for new section 8 housing, and
an open-ended authorization of what-
ever may be necessary will not get any-
thing from the appropriators. So we
think that we should have a sum cer-
tain.

I would ask the gentleman if he
would, whether this amendment passes
or fails, if he would join us in asking
the Committee on Appropriations for a
sum certain. I would ask for this
amount, the gentleman may pick some
other number, but a sum certain so
that we know that in this budget we
will at least continue our commitment
to new section 18?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I would say
to the gentleman that I would be happy
to advocate to the Committee on Ap-
propriations for additional vouchers,
choice-based vouchers.

If we could find an appropriate basis
to fix an authorization number, I would
even be willing, in the event this
amendment fails, to include that, if we
could, at conference level.

My position is that I do not have any
basis right now in order to fix a num-
ber. I would also add that the appropri-
ators, of course, even with an author-
ization, chose not to appropriate
money. So there is really no reason,
simply because we have a fixed number
of $350 million, to presume that alone
would lead the appropriators to appro-
priate money for that account. Because
there is, of course the gentleman
knows, a crisis in the project-based sec-
tion 8 which needs to be resolved, and
I understand that and I sympathize
with the appropriators, but I am happy
and pleased to advocate for additional
vouchers because the need is clearly
there.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DAVIS].

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. NADLER] for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support this
amendment, and I do so because it at-
tempts to recognize one of the great
needs in our society. Almost any
evening across urban America, you can
walk down the streets and see hundreds
of men and women lined up trying to
get in shelters because they have no
place to go.

This amendment would, at least, give
50,000 additional homeless families in
America a place to live. I strongly sup-
port it. I commend the gentleman for
introducing it and hope that it will
pass.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAZIO], the chairman of the Sub-

committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity, for agreeing with the
need for additional vouchers and for his
agreeing to go to the Committee on
Appropriations and urge additional
vouchers.

I would suggest, however, that we all
know, that the gentleman from New
York knows and I know and everyone
knows, that given the fiscal
stringencies in the balanced budget
agreement, whatever happens to the
politics of that over the next few weeks
and months, that the odds of getting a
real appropriation, a sizable appropria-
tion, are very small. The odds of get-
ting an appropriation that exceeds the
amount suggested in this authorization
in this amendment is, I would suggest,
nil.

So I would urge the gentleman to ac-
cept this amendment as a ceiling on
what we can realistically expect and as
an expression by the House to the ap-
propriators that may strengthen our
hand in getting some reasonable frac-
tion of this as an appropriation. I hope
the gentleman will see the reasoning of
that.

But, in any event, I would urge the
passage of this amendment, if only to
say morally that this House demands,
that the House wants and knows that
we need additional section 8 vouchers.
I suspect that by putting a specific
number in it, it really does strengthen
our hand with the appropriators, al-
though it obviously does not guarantee
it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no other speakers on this
amendment. If I may inquire of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] if he has additional speakers.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, we have
no other speakers. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, we need
more section 8 vouchers. It is the only
program we have going for additional
low-income and moderate-income hous-
ing units. We have 5.3 million house-
holds. That is probably 15 or 16 million
people in desperate need of new hous-
ing.

Last year was the first year since
1937, with the possible exception of a
couple years in World War II, in which
we had a zero budget for new low- and
moderate-income housing. I think it
imperative that we speak out by adop-
tion of this amendment that we do not
mean to make permanent this turning
away from our 60 years’ commitment
to house our people decently. So I urge
the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could
enter into a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].
First of all, let me compliment the
gentleman for his interest in housing
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and community development. I am well
aware of it in the New York metropoli-
tan area.

Second of all, let me inquire of the
gentleman if it would be acceptable to
the gentleman if he received a commit-
ment from this Member to work with
him to establish a fixed amount in
terms of authorization or, in the alter-
native, to go to the Committee on Ap-
propriations to argue with the gen-
tleman for an appropriate amount for
which we could establish some logical
basis, if the gentleman would consider
withdrawing the amendment for now
and working with this Member?

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
not clear on what the gentleman is
suggesting. Is the gentleman suggest-
ing that we would simply go to the
Committee on Appropriations and that
we would seek a different amount to
put in as an amendment to this bill?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I would sug-
gest that we could pursue either or
both strategies as long as we get a rea-
sonable basis in order to fix an amount.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I ap-
preciate the commitment of the gen-
tleman and willingness or eagerness to
join in going to the Committee on Ap-
propriations to urge a specific amount.
I do think this bill should contain a
specific amount.

I would be willing to withdraw this
amendment if we have the agreement
that we will try to work out by Tues-
day a specific amount which we would
then put into the bill and, if we do not
reach that, we can have at least a voice
vote on this amendment.
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But I do think we should have a spe-

cific amount, not simply in mind with
which to go to the Committee on Ap-
propriations but in the bill.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. If I could re-
claim my time, the best case scenario
from this Member’s perspective would
be if the gentleman would withdraw
the amendment and we would work to
see if we could establish some good
basis in order to make a judgment. But
if that were not the case that we could
do that by Tuesday, it might take
longer. But I am committing to the
gentleman that I would work with the
gentleman to advocate for additional
vouchers as long as we have a reason-
able amount. Otherwise, I am afraid
that we would be asking for an amount
that has no clear basis. It has merit
but not a factual basis.

Mr. NADLER. If the gentleman will
yield further, I understand what the
gentleman means. I would be willing on
that basis to withdraw the amendment
until Tuesday so we could if we reach
an agreement, an agreed amount, put
it in and do that then. I do not think I
could withdraw the amendment with-
out that.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I thank the
gentleman. We will have to take the
vote on this. I thank the gentleman
and look forward to working with him
either way.

Mr. NADLER. If the gentleman will
yield further, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s comments. I look forward to
working with him whatever happens to
this amendment at this point.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 133, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER]
will be postponed.

Are there further amendments to
title III?

The Clerk will designate title IV.
The text of title IV is as follows:

TITLE IV—HOME RULE FLEXIBLE GRANT
OPTION

SEC. 401. PURPOSE.
The purpose of this title is to give local

governments and municipalities the flexibil-
ity to design creative approaches for provid-
ing and administering Federal housing as-
sistance based on the particular needs of the
communities that—

(1) give incentives to low-income families
with children where the head of household is
working, seeking work, or preparing for
work by participating in job training, edu-
cational programs, or programs that assist
people to obtain employment and become
economically self-sufficient;

(2) reduce cost and achieve greater cost-ef-
fectiveness in Federal housing assistance ex-
penditures;

(3) increase housing choices for low-income
families; and

(4) reduce excessive geographic concentra-
tion of assisted families.
SEC. 402. FLEXIBLE GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) AUTHORITY AND USE.—The Secretary
shall carry out a program under which a ju-
risdiction may, upon the application of the
jurisdiction and the review and approval of
the Secretary, receive, combine, and enter
into performance-based contracts for the use
of amounts of covered housing assistance in
a period consisting of not less than 1 nor
more than 5 fiscal years in the manner deter-
mined appropriate by the participating juris-
diction—

(1) to provide housing assistance and serv-
ices for low-income families in a manner
that facilitates the transition of such fami-
lies work;

(2) to reduce homelessness;
(3) to increase homeownership among low-

income families; and
(4) for other housing purposes for low-in-

come families determined by the participat-
ing jurisdiction.

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF CATEGORICAL PRO-
GRAM REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2) and section 405, the provisions
of this Act regarding use of amounts made
available under each of the programs in-
cluded as covered housing assistance and the
program requirements applicable to each

such program shall not apply to amounts re-
ceived by a jurisdiction pursuant to this
title.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN LAWS.—This
title may not be construed to exempt assist-
ance under this Act from, or make inapplica-
ble any provision of this Act or of any other
law that requires that assistance under this
Act be provided in compliance with—

(A) title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.);

(B) the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601 et
seq.);

(C) section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.);

(D) title IX of the Education Amendments
of 1972 (86 Stat. 373 et seq.);

(E) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.);

(F) the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990; or

(G) the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 and other provisions of law that fur-
ther protection of the environment (as speci-
fied in regulations that shall be issued by the
Secretary).

(c) EFFECT ON PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS FOR
COVERED HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—The amount
of assistance received pursuant to this title
by a participating jurisdiction shall not be
decreased, because of participation in the
program under this title, from the sum of
the amounts that otherwise would be made
available for or within the participating ju-
risdiction under the programs included as
covered housing assistance.
SEC. 403. COVERED HOUSING ASSISTANCE.

For purposes of this title, the term ‘‘cov-
ered housing assistance’’ means—

(1) operating assistance provided under sec-
tion 9 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (as in effect before the effective date of
this Act);

(2) modernization assistance provided
under section 14 of such Act;

(3) assistance provided under section 8 of
such Act for the certificate and voucher pro-
grams;

(4) assistance for public housing provided
under title II of this Act; and

(5) choice-based rental assistance provided
under title III of this Act.
Such term does not include any amounts ob-
ligated for assistance under existing con-
tracts for project-based assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 or section 601(f) of this Act.
SEC. 404. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.

(a) ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.—Each family on be-
half of whom assistance is provided for rent-
al or homeownership of a dwelling unit using
amounts made available pursuant to this
title shall be a low-income family. Each
dwelling unit assisted using amounts made
available pursuant to this title shall be
available for occupancy only by families
that are low-income families at the time of
their initial occupancy of the unit.

(b) COMPLIANCE WITH ASSISTANCE PLAN.—A
participating jurisdiction shall provide as-
sistance using amounts received pursuant to
this title in the manner set forth in the plan
of the jurisdiction approved by the Secretary
under section 406(a)(2).

(c) RENT POLICY.—A participating jurisdic-
tion shall ensure that the rental contribu-
tions charged to families assisted with
amounts received pursuant to this title—

(1) do not exceed the amount that would be
chargeable under title II to such families
were such families residing in public housing
assisted under such title: or

(2) are established, pursuant to approval by
the Secretary of a proposed rent structure
included in the application under section 406,
at levels that are reasonable and designed to
eliminate any disincentives for members of
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the family to obtain employment and attain
economic self-sufficiency.

(d) HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS.—
(1) COMPLIANCE.—A participating jurisdic-

tion shall ensure that housing assisted with
amounts received pursuant to this title is
maintained in a condition that complies—

(A) in the case of housing located in a ju-
risdiction which has in effect laws, regula-
tions, standards, or codes regarding habit-
ability of residential dwellings, with such ap-
plicable laws, regulations, standards, or
codes; or

(B) in the case of housing located in a ju-
risdiction which does not have in effect laws,
regulations, standards, or codes described in
paragraph (1), with housing quality stand-
ards established under paragraph (2).

(2) FEDERAL HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS.—
the Secretary shall establish housing quality
standards under this paragraph that ensure
that dwelling units assisted under this title
are safe, clean, and healthy. Such standards
shall include requirements relating to habit-
ability, including maintenance, health and
sanitation factors, condition, and construc-
tion of dwellings, and shall, to the greatest
extend practicable, be consistent with the
standards established under sections 232(b)
and 328(c). The Secretary shall differentiate
between major and minor violations of such
standards.

(e) NUMBER OF FAMILIES ASSISTED.—A par-
ticipating jurisdiction shall ensure that, in
providing assistance with amounts received
pursuant to this title in each fiscal year, not
less than substantially the same total num-
ber of eligible low-income families are as-
sisted as would have been assisted had the
amounts of covered housing assistance not
been combined for use under this title.

(f) CONSISTENCY WITH WELFARE PROGRAM.—
A participating jurisdiction shall ensure that
assistance provided with amounts received
pursuant to this title is provided in a man-
ner that is consistent with the welfare, pub-
lic assistance, or other economic self-suffi-
ciency programs operating in the jurisdic-
tion by facilitating the transition of assisted
families to work, which may include requir-
ing compliance with the requirements under
such welfare, public assistance, or self-suffi-
ciency programs as a condition of receiving
housing assistance with amounts provided
under this title.

(g) TREATMENT OF CURRENTLY ASSISTED
FAMILIES.—

(1) CONTINUATION OF ASSISTANCE.—A par-
ticipating jurisdiction shall ensure that each
family that was receiving housing assistance
or residing in an assisted dwelling unit pur-
suant to any of the programs included as
covered housing assistance immediately be-
fore the jurisdiction initially provides assist-
ance pursuant to this title shall be offered
assistance or an assisted dwelling unit under
the program of the jurisdiction under this
title.

(2) PHASE-IN OF RENT CONTRIBUTION IN-
CREASES.—For any family that was receiving
housing assistance pursuant to any of the
programs included as covered housing assist-
ance immediately before the jurisdiction ini-
tially provides assistance pursuant to this
title, if the monthly contribution for rental
of a dwelling unit assisted under this title to
be paid by the family upon initial applicabil-
ity of this title is greater than the amount
paid by the family immediately before such
applicability, any such resulting increase in
rent contribution shall be—

(A) phased in equally over a period of not
less than 3 years, if such increase is 30 per-
cent or more of such contribution before ini-
tial applicability; and

(B) limited to not more than 10 percent per
year if such increase is more than 10 percent
but less than 30 percent of such contribu-
tions before initial applicability.

(h) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—In providing
housing assistance using amounts received
pursuant to this title, the amount of assist-
ance provided by a participating jurisdiction
on behalf of each assisted low-income family
shall be sufficient so that if the family used
such assistance to rent a dwelling unit hav-
ing a rent equal to the 40th percentile of
rents for standard quality rental units of the
same size and type in the same market area,
the contribution toward rental paid by the
family would be affordable (as such term is
defined by the jurisdiction) to the family.

(i) PORTABILITY.—A participating jurisdic-
tion shall ensure that financial assistance
for housing provided with amounts received
pursuant to this title may be used by a fam-
ily moving from an assisted dwelling unit lo-
cated within the jurisdiction to obtain a
dwelling unit located outside of the jurisdic-
tion.

(j) PREFERENCES.—In providing housing as-
sistance using amounts received pursuant to
this title, a participating jurisdiction may
establish a system for making housing as-
sistance available that provides preference
for assistance to families having certain
characteristics. A system of preferences es-
tablished pursuant to this subsection shall
be based on local housing needs and prior-
ities, as determined by the jurisdiction using
generally accepted data sources.

(k) COMMUNITY WORK REQUIREMENT.—
(1) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR

PHA’S.—Except as provided in paragraph (2),
participating jurisdictions, families assisted
with amounts received pursuant to this title,
and dwelling units assisted with amounts re-
ceived pursuant to this title, shall be subject
to the provisions of section 105 of the same
extent that such provisions apply with re-
spect to public housing agencies, families re-
siding in public housing dwelling units and
families assisted under title III, and public
housing dwelling units and dwelling units as-
sisted under title III.

(2) LOCAL COMMUNITY SERVICE ALTER-
NATIVE.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a
participating jurisdiction that, pursuant to
approval by the Secretary of a proposal in-
cluded in the application under section 406,
is carrying out a local program that is de-
signed to foster community service by fami-
lies assisted with amounts received pursuant
to this title.

(l) INCOME TARGETING.—In providing hous-
ing assistance using amounts received pursu-
ant to this title in any fiscal year, a partici-
pating jurisdiction shall ensure that the
number of families having incomes that do
not exceed 30 percent of the area median in-
come that are initially assisted under this
title during such fiscal year is not less than
substantially the same number of families
having such incomes that would be initially
assisted in such jurisdiction during such fis-
cal year under titles II and III pursuant to
sections 222(c) and 321(b)).
SEC. 405. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVI-

SIONS.
(a) PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLITION AND DIS-

POSITION REQUIREMENTS.—Section 261 shall
continue to apply to public housing notwith-
standing any use of the housing under this
title.

(b) LABOR STANDARDS.—Section 112 shall
apply to housing assisted with amounts pro-
vided pursuant to this title, other than hous-
ing assisted solely due to occupancy by fami-
lies receiving tenant-based assistance.
SEC. 406. APPLICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide for jurisdictions to submit applications
to receive and use covered housing assist-
ance amounts as authorized in this title for
periods of not less than 1 and not more than
5 fiscal years. An application—

(1) shall be submitted only after the juris-
diction provides for citizen participation
through a public hearing and, if appropriate,
other means;

(2) shall include a plan developed by the ju-
risdiction for the provision of housing assist-
ance with amounts received pursuant to this
title that takes into consideration comments
from the public hearing and any other public
comments on the proposed program, and
comments from current and prospective resi-
dents who would be affected, and that in-
cludes criteria for meeting each of the re-
quirements under section 404 and this title;

(3) shall describe how the plan for use of
amounts will assist in meeting the goals set
forth in section 401;

(4) shall propose standards for measuring
performance in using assistance provided
pursuant to this title based on the perform-
ance standards under subsection (b)(2);

(5) shall propose the length of the period
for which the jurisdiction is applying for as-
sistance under this title; and

(6) may include a request assistance for
training and technical assistance to assist
with design of the program and to partici-
pate in a detailed evaluation.

(7) shall—
(A) in the case of the application of any ju-

risdiction within whose boundaries are areas
subject to any other unit of general local
government, include the signed consent of
the appropriate executive official of such
unit to the application; and

(B) in the case of the application of a con-
sortia of units of general local government
(as provided under section 409(1)(B)), include
the signed consent of the appropriate execu-
tive officials of each unit included in the
consortia;

(8) shall include information sufficient, in
the determination of the Secretary—

(A) to demonstrate that the jurisdiction
has or will have management and adminis-
trative capacity sufficient to carry out the
plan under paragraph (2);

(B) to demonstrate that carrying out the
plan will not result in excessive duplication
of administrative efforts and costs, particu-
larly with respect to activities performed by
public housing agencies operating within the
boundaries of the jurisdiction;

(C) to describe the function and activities
to be carried out by such public housing
agencies affected by the plan; and

(D) to demonstrate that the amounts re-
ceived by the jurisdiction will be maintained
separate from other funds available to the
jurisdiction and will be used only to carry
out the plan; and

(9) shall include information describing
how the jurisdiction will make decisions re-
garding asset management of housing for
low-income families under programs for cov-
ered housing assistance or assisted with
grant amounts under this title.
A plan required under paragraph (2) to be in-
cluded in the application may be contained
in a memorandum of agreement or other doc-
ument executed by a jurisdiction and public
housing agency, if such document is submit-
ted together with the application.

(b) REVIEW, APPROVAL, AND PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS.—

(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review
applications for assistance pursuant to this
title. If the Secretary determines that the
application complies with the requirements
of this title, the Secretary shall offer to
enter into an agreement with jurisdiction
providing for assistance pursuant to this
title and incorporating a requirement that
the jurisdiction achieve a particular level of
performance in each of the areas for which
performance standards are established under
paragraph (2). If the Secretary determines
that an application does not comply with the
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requirements of this title, the Secretary
shall notify the jurisdiction submitting the
application of the reasons for such dis-
approval and actions that may be taken to
make the application approvable. Upon ap-
proving or disapproving an application under
this paragraph, the Secretary shall make
such determination publicly available in
writing together with a written statement of
the reasons for such determination.

(2) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish standards for measur-
ing performance of jurisdictions in the fol-
lowing areas:

(A) Success in moving dependent low-in-
come families to economic self-sufficiency.

(B) Success in reducing the numbers of
long-term homeless families.

(C) Decrease in the per-family cost of pro-
viding assistance.

(D) Reduction of excessive geographic con-
centration of assisted families.

(E) Any other performance goals that the
Secretary may prescribe.

(3) APPROVAL.—If the Secretary and a ju-
risdiction that the Secretary determines has
submitted an application meeting the re-
quirements of this title enter into an agree-
ment referred to in paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall approve the application and pro-
vide covered housing assistance for the juris-
diction in the manner authorized under this
title. The Secretary may not approve any ap-
plication for assistance pursuant to this title
unless the Secretary and jurisdiction enter
into an agreement referred to in paragraph
(1). The Secretary shall establish require-
ments for the approval of applications under
this section submitted by public housing
agencies designated under section 533(a) as
troubled, which may include additional or
different criteria determined by the Sec-
retary to be more appropriate for such agen-
cies.

(c) STATUS OF PHA’S.—Nothing in this sec-
tion or title may be construed to require any
change in the legal status of any public
housing agency or in any legal relationship
between a jurisdiction and a public housing
agency as a condition of participation in the
program under this title.
SEC. 407. TRAINING.

The Secretary, in consultation with rep-
resentatives of public and assisted housing
interests, shall provide training and tech-
nical assistance relating to providing assist-
ance under this title and conduct detailed
evaluations of up to 30 jurisdictions for the
purpose of identifying replicable program
models that are successful at carrying out
the purposes of this title.
SEC. 408. ACCOUNTABILITY.

(a) PERFORMANCE GOALS.—The Secretary
shall monitor the performance of participat-
ing jurisdictions in providing assistance pur-
suant to this title based on the performance
standards contained in the agreements en-
tered into pursuant to section 406(b)(1).

(b) KEEPING RECORDS.—Each participating
jurisdiction shall keep such records as the
Secretary may prescribe as reasonably nec-
essary to disclose the amounts and the dis-
position of amounts provided pursuant to
this title, to ensure compliance with the re-
quirements of this title and to measure per-
formance against the performance goals
under subsection (a).

(c) REPORTS.—Each participating jurisdic-
tion agency shall submit to the Secretary a
report, or series of reports, in a form and at
a time specified by the Secretary. The re-
ports shall—

(1) document the use of funds made avail-
able under this title;

(2) provide such information as the Sec-
retary may request to assist the Secretary in
assessing the program under this title; and

(3) describe and analyze the effect of as-
sisted activities in addressing the purposes
of this title.

(d) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS BY SECRETARY.—
The Secretary shall have access for the pur-
pose of audit and examination to any books,
documents, papers, and records that are per-
tinent to assistance in connection with, and
the requirements of, this title.

(e) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS BY COMPTROLLER
GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of the
United States, or any of the duly authorized
representatives of the Comptroller General,
shall have access for the purpose of audit and
examination to any books, documents, pa-
pers, and records that are pertinent to as-
sistance in connection with, and the require-
ments of, this title.
SEC. 409. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) JURISDICTION.—The term ‘‘jurisdiction’’
means—

(A) a unit of general local government (as
such term is defined in section 104 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act) that has boundaries, for pur-
poses of carrying out this title, that—

(i) wholly contain the area within which a
public housing agency is authorized to oper-
ate; and

(ii) do not contain any areas contained
within the boundaries of any other partici-
pating jurisdiction; and

(B) a consortia of such units of general
local government, organized for purposes of
this title.

(2) PARTICIPATING JURISDICTION.—The term
‘‘participating jurisdiction’’ means, with re-
spect to a period for which such approval is
made, a jurisdiction that has been approved
under section 406(b)(3) to receive assistance
pursuant to this title for such fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts:

Page 220, strike line 12 and all that follows
through line 12 on page 237 (and redesignate
subsequent provisions and any references to
such provisions, and conform the table of
contents, accordingly).

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand in speaking to the
gentleman from Massachusetts that
there is a proposed agreement to limit
time to 20 minutes, 10 minutes con-
trolled by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], 10 minutes
controlled by myself. If that is accept-
able to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, if I could make that unanimous-
consent request.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would amend the unani-
mous-consent request to go 5 and 5.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts is very generous and I accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. And that includes
all amendments thereto?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals
with, I think, one of the most devious
and unfortunate elements in this bill,
and, that is, the block granting of the
entire title IV.

H.R. 2, title IV, is simply a gigantic,
untested block grant scheme. It will in-
crease political influence over public
housing authorities, increase HUD’s
cost and personnel, remove vital ten-
ant protections, and create duplication
of services that is simply unworkable.

Quite simply, title IV permits local
jurisdictions, most likely cities, to
apply for the same public housing and
section 8 assistance that is currently
going to local public housing authori-
ties. My amendment would simply
eliminate the block grant scheme.

First and foremost, I am concerned
about the undue political influence.
The worst public housing authorities
are those that are controlled by local
political influences. Why then would
we try to increase such local political
influences by giving the money di-
rectly to politicians?

It expands HUD costs and personnel.
At a time when the Republicans re-
peatedly criticize HUD, why do they
want to increase the burden of HUD
staff to create additional costs by re-
quiring HUD to sift through poten-
tially thousands and thousands of
block grant proposals to evaluate who
would do the best job at the local level?

It removes tenant protections. Title
IV removes vital Brooke protections
and income targeting protections alto-
gether.

And it is redundant with the public
housing authorities locally. We have
heard a great deal of rhetoric about
providing funding back to the local
folks. That is fine. I am not sure that
that means we hand it to the local
cities themselves. We want to make
sure that the public housing goes to
people that have housing knowledge
and housing as their priority.

First, it is unclear why we should
allow redundant, separate local juris-
dictions to compete with each other for
the administration of Federal housing
assistance. We already have procedures
to take over the administration of
badly run or badly managed public
housing authorities.

Title IV as proposed under the bill is
opposed by several organizations, in-
cluding the National Association of
Housing and Rural Development Agen-
cies, NAHRO; the Council of Large
Public Housing Authorities; and the
Public Housing Authorities Directors
Association. All are uniquely and uni-
formly opposed to this.

The Council of Large Public Housing
Authorities says:

Title IV ignores the well-documented his-
tory of public housing: excessive direct in-
volvement of local elected officials in the op-
erations has frequently resulted in patronage
employment, corrupt contracting practices
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and troubled PHA’s. One need look no fur-
ther than out your window for a prime exam-
ple, the District of Columbia Housing Au-
thority, which is now being revived under an
able receiver after years of costly decline.

According to the Public Housing Au-
thorities Directors Association,
PHADA believes, quote, that the home
rule plan is ill-advised because it could
very well detract scant housing funds
from their intended purpose. Indeed, in
the few instances where the locality
has had a significant amount of control
over the local housing authority’s op-
eration, Washington D.C. and New Or-
leans, for example, disastrous results
have occurred.

And NAHRO also supports this
amendment which deletes title IV of
the bill. It says, quote, as we have ex-
pressed to Chairman LAZIO, NAHRO
supports what we believe to be the de-
sire to foster local innovation and
greater working relationships between
housing authorities and local govern-
ments. However, we believe the provi-
sion, as currently drafted, is not the
proper vehicle to accomplish that pur-
pose.

The NAHRO chapter in my own home
State of Massachusetts noted, ‘‘The
home rule block grant program poten-
tially could mean the end of low-in-
come public housing, with our own
local officials dealing the death blow.
This is a very bad idea.’’

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 11⁄2 minutes.

Title IV of this bill would provide
maximum flexibility for new ideas, new
innovation. It does not preclude the
housing authorities from participating
in the new idea. It simply says that a
municipal leader, a mayor, would be
able to come forward and suggest a
plan to HUD with certain protections
that are built into the bill, including
protecting the same amount of low-in-
come people in terms of housing that
would be true if we did not choose this
option.

What we are trying to do is to allow
the creative inspiration of people at
the municipal level to put forward
plans subject to the approval of the
Federal Government, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development.
There are protections that are built
into this plan. For example, rent-set-
ting protections are built into this plan
serving the same amount of low income
people; that is built into the plan. But
we are trying to develop a system in
which local leaders like mayors are
more inclined to invest their own re-
sources in economic development and
housing for low-income people.

Right now we have had mayors tes-
tify before the committee that they are
not inclined to invest their own dollars
into their own cities because they feel
removed from the decisionmaking, be-
cause they feel they have no valid
input. But if they were included in it,
if they were allowed to participate,
they would bring the full panoply of re-

sources at the disposal of municipali-
ties in a creative way, in an integrated
way, to help deal with the root causes
of poverty and to address the housing
concerns of that individual or that par-
ticular community.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I include for the RECORD the
following letter from the National
League of Cities. The National League
of Cities supports this amendment.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
1301 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW.,

Washington, DC, May 1, 1997.
Hon. JOSEPH KENNEDY,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE KENNEDY: The Na-
tional League of Cities (NLC) urges you to
vote no on H.R. 2, the ‘‘Housing Opportunity
and Responsibility Act of 1997,’’ and to sup-
port a superior substitute bill which will be
offered by Joseph P. Kennedy, II during floor
debate in the House this week. We are espe-
cially opposed to the proposed repeal of the
‘‘United States Housing Act of 1937’’ and the
proposal to give the Administration author-
ity to impose sanctions on cities and towns.

H.R. 2 would repeal the ‘‘United States
Housing Act of 1937’’ which has provided the
underpinning for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s basic purpose for
more than 60 years. The Act set a national
goal to provide every American with safe,
sanitary, affordable housing. In NLC’s Na-
tional Municipal Policy, our housing goal is
to ‘‘provide for every American a decent
home in a suitable living environment with
adequate financial stability to maintain it.’’
We believe that abandoning this basic goal
would be a disservice to every American who
is struggling to provide adequately for his or
her family. Housing is essential if families
are to be safe and if those responsible for
food and shelter are to seek and find perma-
nent employment.

The bill would also propose new sanctions
on cities and towns over the condition of a
municipality’s public housing authority.
This implies there is a cause and effect when,
in fact, the federal government and some
state governments have far greater and more
effective control over public housing au-
thorities than mayors and city councils. In
most cities and towns, the local government
may have the authority to appoint members
to the PHA board when a vacancy occurs.
This is the extent of local control.

We oppose the inclusion of the Community
Development Block Grant sanction on cities
included in H.R. 2. This sanction would be
imposed by the Secretary of HUD by with-
holding or redirecting a city’s CDBG funding
for an indefinite period of time. This sanc-
tion would go into effect if the Secretary de-
termines that a PHA has become troubled
due to the action or inaction of local govern-
ment.

NLC has fought this provision since it first
appeared in last year’s public housing reform
bill, H.R. 2406. It is ill-conceived and unnec-
essarily punitive. NLC has recommended
that any public housing reform bill include
incentives to encourage cooperation between
cities and public housing authorities (PHAs).
It would be much more appropriate to rec-
ommend positive remedial actions long be-
fore imposing sanctions. Also, sponsors of
this provision can only sight four cities that
have ‘‘substantially’’ contributed to the
troubled status of their PHAs. They are Chi-
cago, New Orleans, Detroit, and Camden,
N.J. It is extreme to threaten to sanction the
other 3,395 local governments with PHAs in
their communities.

Let me thank you in advance for your sup-
port of constructive reform of public hous-
ing, an essential national housing resource.

Sincerely,
MARK SCHWARTZ,

President.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZALEZ], the former chairman of the
full committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 30 seconds.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
very strongly to support the Kennedy
amendment. I find this home rule flexi-
ble block grant program just simply
outrageous and it must be struck from
the bill.

I can recall the horrendous times
when there were no such things as
housing assistance programs. I recall
vividly families in the most distressed
areas of our area in and around my
hometown that I would visit as I had
worked as a chief two-and-out proba-
tion officer for a while and would find
these hovels with dirt floors and no
privy or anything. Those were horren-
dous times. The way we are going, we
are going right back to them.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
a distinguished member of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have to go
back and remember what the situation
is. In some parts of the country, the
public housing agencies and programs
they run for the working poor, for the
poor, for less privileged Americans, are
an absolute disgrace. We are trying to
provide some innovation here, some
flexibility so that innovation can come
forth. What is being proposed to be
struck here is the home rule flexibility
grant option.

Let us take a look briefly at what we
are attempting to do here. We are try-
ing to encourage innovation in housing
programs at the local level. We are try-
ing to give localities the ability to
present to HUD an alternative plan to
provide housing for the community.
This is where we have the troubled
housing authorities that have failed.

Currently there is very little incen-
tive for local leaders to attempt to
solve some of the problems in local
housing. In some cases they have no
option. The public housing authority
operates as a very separate entity.
There are also no incentives really for
local leaders to contribute scarce re-
sources where needed.

Title IV tells local leaders if they are
serious about making contributions to
solving some of the problems of hous-
ing in their communities, then they
are going to be given the flexibility to
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do that. Everything, however, requires
HUD approval, ensuring a responsible
Federal oversight role in the process,
despite what we might have heard a
few minutes ago.

In an attempt to accommodate and
to take into account some of the con-
cerns raised in the committee or at
subcommittee discussions earlier,
there are a number of protections in
the manager’s amendment that has
been adopted.

For example, we require that the
Secretary ensure that the jurisdiction
has management capability to carry
out the plan they propose. Second, the
plan does not lead to excessive duplica-
tion of administrative efforts. Third,
the plan demonstrates the functions
and the activities of the local PHA.

Next, it ensures housing funds are
specifically used for housing purposes
by requiring a separate housing fund,
so these funds cannot be diverted for
other purposes, to suit the mayor’s at-
tention.

It provides an opportunity for the
PHA to comment upon the alternative
plan. They are not shut out of the proc-
ess. It provides flexibility to the HUD
Secretary to establish different re-
quirements for troubled housing au-
thorities. It requires jurisdictional con-
sent when there are other cross-juris-
dictional concerns. And it clarifies that
this title, title IV, does not require a
city government takeover or legal sta-
tus change of the PHA.

The flexibility is there, the protec-
tions are there to the American tax-
payer, to the people in the community
who are not being served well now by
these troubled housing authorities.
This is a basic and important reform.
We need to keep title IV in and reject
the amendment.

b 1745

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent, if
we might, to allow the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the former
chairman, the ranking member, 2 addi-
tional minutes to complete his state-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is recog-
nized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts very much because this goes to
the very essence of my presence in the
United States House of Representa-
tives.

I came from my hometown with a
housing background and can recall viv-
idly, and I am old enough to, the out-
rageous situation that was costing
lives and the city, my home city, the
dubious distinction of the tuberculosis
capital of the country. We are fast pull-
ing the clock back if we continue.

Mr. Chairman, there are no guaran-
tees that the current public housing in-

ventory will have to be maintained
under this because there are no guaran-
tees that the public housing authori-
ties will receive funding from the city.
This is not only outrageous, it is invit-
ing the disinvestment in $90 billion of
Federal investment, and of course it is
duplicative.

Indeed, the cities may choose to start
up a new quote, unquote, public hous-
ing program and let the current hous-
ing inventory deteriorate. But the rea-
son we came to the Federal level is
that the cities and the States and the
counties would not do anything. That
has been the history of all of our social
legislation.

I know that there is a provision
which protects the public housing au-
thorities from disillusion, disillusion,
but there are no similar protections
that they will be given the money to
operate with. It is somewhat ironic
that with this block grant we could be
taking money from the public housing
authorities that this legislation
purports to support. After all, the goal
of this legislation is to provide housing
authorities with the flexibility they
need to operate and to untie their
hands from unnecessary rules, regula-
tions and requirements.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, let me just say I think, to para-
phrase a 20th century President, we
have nothing to fear but fear itself on
this, and what we want to do is create
the sense of ideas of innovation. We
should not be afraid of new ideas, we
should not be afraid of allowing a local
elected leader to come forward and say
I think I have a better way of doing it,
I think we can develop a better part-
nership, I think that maybe in our
community, in our community, that
the fixed way of having a public hous-
ing authority may not be necessarily
the best way. We may want to have a
joint venture with the public housing
authority, we may want to have not-
for-profits work along with them or
community development corporations
or resident-inspired groups.

The idea behind this provision of the
bill would be subject to the provisions
of protection that are already in the
bill to provide the level of creativity,
innovation, and this amendment would
strike that, and for those reasons, Mr.
Chairman, I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 133, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] will be postponed.
VACATING VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED

BY MR. NADLER

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to va-
cate the vote with regard to amend-
ment No. 18 offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] and that
the Chair restate the question.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title IV?
The Clerk will designate title V.
The text of title V is as follows:

TITLE V—ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVER-
SIGHT OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES

Subtitle A—Study of Alternative Methods for
Evaluating Public Housing Agencies

SEC. 501. IN GENERAL.
The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-

opment shall provide under section 505 for a
study to be conducted to determine the effec-
tiveness of various alternative methods of
evaluating the performance of public hous-
ing agencies and other providers of federally
assisted housing.
SEC. 502. PURPOSES.

The purposes of the study under this sub-
title shall be—

(1) to identify and examine various meth-
ods of evaluating and improving the per-
formance of public housing agencies in ad-
ministering public housing and tenant-based
rental assistance programs and of other pro-
viders of federally assisted housing, which
are alternatives to oversight by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development;
and

(2) to identify specific monitoring and
oversight activities currently conducted by
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment that are insufficient or ineffective in
accurately and efficiently assessing the per-
formance of public housing agencies and
other providers of federally assisted housing,
and to evaluate whether such activities
should be eliminated, modified, or trans-
ferred to other entities (including govern-
ment and private entities) to increase accu-
racy and effectiveness and improve monitor-
ing.
SEC. 503. EVALUATION OF VARIOUS PERFORM-

ANCE EVALUATION SYSTEMS.
To carry out the purpose under section

502(1), the study under this subtitle shall
identify, and analyze and assess the costs
and benefits of, the following methods of reg-
ulating and evaluating the performance of
public housing agencies and other providers
of federally assisted housing:

(1) CURRENT SYSTEM.—The system pursuant
to the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as
in effect upon the enactment of this Act), in-
cluding the methods and requirements under
such system for reporting, auditing, review-
ing, sanctioning, and monitoring of such
agencies and housing providers and the pub-
lic housing management assessment pro-
gram pursuant to subtitle C of this title (and
section 6(j) of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (as in effect upon the enactment of
this Act)).

(2) ACCREDITATION MODELS.—Various mod-
els that are based upon accreditation of such
agencies and housing providers, subject to
the following requirements:
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(A) The study shall identify and analyze

various models used in other industries and
professions for accreditation and determine
the extent of their applicability to the pro-
grams for public housing and federally as-
sisted housing.

(B) If any accreditation models are deter-
mined to be applicable to the public and fed-
erally assisted housing programs, the study
shall identify appropriate goals, objectives,
and procedures for an accreditation program
for such agencies housing providers.

(C) The study shall evaluate the effective-
ness of establishing an independent accredi-
tation and evaluation entity to assist, sup-
plement, or replace the role of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development in
assessing and monitoring the performance of
such agencies and housing providers.

(D) The study shall identify the necessary
and appropriate roles and responsibilities of
various entities that would be involved in an
accreditation program, including the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
the Inspector General of the Department, an
accreditation entity, independent auditors
and examiners, local entities, and public
housing agencies.

(E) The study shall determine the costs in-
volved in developing and maintaining such
an independent accreditation program.

(F) The study shall analyze the need for
technical assistance to assist public housing
agencies in improving performance and iden-
tify the most effective methods to provide
such assistance.

(3) PERFORMANCE BASED MODELS.—Various
performance-based models, including sys-
tems that establish performance goals or
targets, assess the compliance with such
goals or targets, and provide for incentives
or sanctions based on performance relative
to such goals or targets.

(4) LOCAL REVIEW AND MONITORING MOD-
ELS.—Various models providing for local,
resident, and community review and mon-
itoring of such agencies and housing provid-
ers, including systems for review and mon-
itoring by local and State governmental bod-
ies and agencies.

(5) PRIVATE MODELS.—Various models using
private contractors for review and monitor-
ing of such agencies and housing providers.

(6) OTHER MODELS.—Various models of any
other systems that may be more effective
and efficient in regulating and evaluating
such agencies and housing providers.
SEC. 504. CONSULTATION.

The entity that, pursuant to section 505,
carries out the study under this subtitle
shall, in carrying out the study, consult with
individuals and organization experienced in
managing public housing, private real estate
managers, representatives from State and
local governments, residents of public hous-
ing, families and individuals receiving
choice- or tenant-based assistance, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
the Inspector General of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and the
Comptroller General of the United States.
SEC. 505. CONTRACT TO CONDUCT STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Secretary shall enter into a contract
with a public or nonprofit private entity to
conduct the study under this subtitle, using
amounts made available pursuant to section
507.

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF PUBLIC ADMINIS-
TRATION.—The Secretary shall request the
National Academy of Public Administration
to enter into the contract under paragraph
(1) to conduct the study under this subtitle.
If such Academy declines to conduct the
study, the Secretary shall carry out such
paragraph through other public or nonprofit
private entities.

SEC. 506. REPORT.
(a) INTERIM REPORT.—The Secretary shall

ensure that not later than the expiration of
the 6-month period beginning on the date of
the enactment of this Act, the entity con-
ducting the study under this subtitle sub-
mits to the Congress an interim report de-
scribing the actions taken to carry out the
study, the actions to be taken to complete
the study, and any findings and rec-
ommendations available at the time.

(b) FINAL REPORT.—The Secretary shall en-
sure that—

(1) not later than the expiration of the 12-
month period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act, the study required
under this subtitle is completed and a report
describing the findings and recommenda-
tions as a result of the study is submitted to
the Congress; and

(2) before submitting the report under this
subsection to the Congress, the report is sub-
mitted to the Secretary and national organi-
zations for public housing agencies at such
time to provide the Secretary and such agen-
cies an opportunity to review the report and
provide written comments on the report,
which shall be included together with the re-
port upon submission to the Congress under
paragraph (1).
SEC. 507. FUNDING.

Of any amounts made available under title
V of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970 for policy development and re-
search for fiscal year 1998, $500,000 shall be
available to carry out this subtitle.
SEC. 508. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This subtitle shall take effect on the date
of the enactment of this Act.

Subtitle B—Housing Evaluation and
Accreditation Board

SEC. 521. ESTABLISHMENT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established an

independent agency in the executive branch
of the Government to be known as the Hous-
ing Foundation and Accreditation Board (in
this title referred to as the ‘‘Board’’).

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR CONGRESSIONAL RE-
VIEW OF STUDY.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, sections 523, 524, and
525 shall not take effect and the Board shall
not have any authority to take any action
under such sections (or otherwise) unless
there is enacted a law specifically providing
for the repeal of this subsection. This sub-
section may not be construed to prevent the
appointment of the Board under section 522.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 522. MEMBERSHIP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall be com-
posed of 12 members appointed by the Presi-
dent not later than 180 days after the date of
the final report regarding the study required
under subtitle A is submitted to the Con-
gress pursuant to section 506(b), as follows:

(1) 4 members shall be appointed from
among 10 individuals recommended by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

(2) 4 members shall be appointed from
among 10 individuals recommended by the
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs of the Senate.

(3) 4 members appointed from among 10 in-
dividuals recommended by the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services of the
House of Representatives.

(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—
(1) REQUIRED REPRESENTATION.—The Board

shall at all times have the following mem-
bers:

(A) 2 members who are residents of public
housing or dwelling units assisted under title

III of this Act or the provisions of section 8
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as
in effect before the effective date of the re-
peal under section 601(b) of this Act).

(B) At least 2, but not more than 4 mem-
bers who are executive directors of public
housing agencies.

(C) 1 member who is a member of the Insti-
tute of Real Estate Managers.

(D) 1 member who is the owner of a multi-
family housing project assisted under a pro-
gram administered by the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.

(2) REQUIRED EXPERIENCE.—The Board shall
at all times have as members individuals
with the following experience:

(A) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in the residential real estate fi-
nance business.

(B) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in operating a nonprofit organiza-
tion that provides affordable housing.

(C) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in construction of multifamily
housing.

(D) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in the management of a commu-
nity development corporation.

(E) At least 1 individual who has extensive
experience in auditing participants in gov-
ernment programs.

A single member of the board with the ap-
propriate experience may satisfy the require-
ments of more than 1 subparagraph of this
paragraph. A single member of the board
with the appropriate qualifications and expe-
rience may satisfy the requirements of a sub-
paragraph of paragraph (1) and a subpara-
graph of this paragraph.

(c) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than
6 members of the Board may be of the same
political party.

(d) TERMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the Board

shall be appointed for a term of 4 years, ex-
cept as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3).

(2) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the President at the time of ap-
pointment, of the members first appointed—

(A) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 1 year;
(B) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 2

years;
(C) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 3

years; and
(D) 3 shall be appointed for terms of 4

years.
(3) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to

fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-
tion of the term for which the member’s
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that
member’s term until a successor has taken
office. A vacancy in the Board shall be filled
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The Board shall elect a
chairperson from among members of the
Board.

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Board shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business.

(g) VOTING.—Each member of the Board
shall be entitled to 1 vote, which shall be
equal to the vote of every other member of
the Board.

(h) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL PAY.—Mem-
bers of the Board shall serve without com-
pensation, but shall be reimbursed for travel,
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred in the performance of their duties as
members of the Board.
SEC. 523. FUNCTIONS.

The purpose of this subtitle is to establish
the Board as a nonpolitical entity to carry
out, not later than the expiration of the 12-
month period beginning upon the appoint-
ment under section 522 of all of the initial
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members of the Board (or such other date as
may be provided by law), the following func-
tions:

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF PERFORMANCE BENCH-
MARKS.—The Board shall establish standards
and guidelines for use by the Board in meas-
uring the performance and efficiency of pub-
lic housing agencies and other owners and
providers of federally assisted housing in
carrying out operational and financial func-
tions. The standards and guidelines shall be
designed to replace the public housing man-
agement assessment program under section
6(j) of the United States Housing Act of 1937
(as in effect before the enactment of this
Act) and improve the evaluation of the per-
formance of housing providers relative to
such program. In establishing such standards
and guidelines, the Board shall consult with
the Secretary, the Inspector General of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and such other persons and entities as
the Board considers appropriate.

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCREDITATION PRO-
CEDURE AND ACCREDITATION.—The Board
shall—

(A) establish a procedure for the Board to
accredit public housing agencies to receive
block grants under title II for the operation,
maintenance, and production of public hous-
ing and amounts for housing assistance
under title III, based on the performance of
agencies, as measured by the performance
benchmarks established under paragraph (1)
and any audits and reviews of agencies; and

(B) commence the review and accreditation
of public housing agencies under the proce-
dures established under subparagraph (A).
In carrying out the functions under this sec-
tion, the Board shall take into consideration
the findings and recommendations contained
in the report issued under section 506(b).
SEC. 524. POWERS.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Board may, for the pur-
pose of carrying out this subtitle, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places as the Board determines appropriate.

(b) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—The Board
may adopt such rules and regulations as may
be necessary to establish its procedures and
to govern the manner of its operations, orga-
nization, and personnel.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—
(1) INFORMATION.—The Board may secure

directly from any department or agency of
the Federal Government such information as
the Board may require for carrying out its
functions, including public housing agency
plans submitted to the Secretary by public
housing agencies under title I. Upon request
of the Board, any such department or agency
shall furnish such information.

(2) GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION.—
The Administrator of General Services shall
provide to the Board, on a reimbursable
basis, such administrative support services
as the Board may request.

(3) DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT.—Upon the request of the chair-
person of the Board, the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development shall, to the ex-
tent possible and subject to the discretion of
the Secretary, detail any of the personnel of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, on a nonreimbursable basis, to as-
sist the Board in carrying out its functions
under this subtitle.

(4) HUD INSPECTOR GENERAL.—The Inspec-
tor General of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development shall serve the
Board as a principal adviser with respect to
all aspects of audits of public housing agen-
cies. The Inspector General may advise the
Board with respect to other activities and
functions of the Board.

(d) MAILS.—The Board may use the United
States mails in the same manner and under

the same conditions as other Federal agen-
cies.

(e) CONTRACTING.—The Board may, to such
extent and in such amounts as are provided
in appropriation Acts, enter into contracts
with private firms, institutions, and individ-
uals for the purpose of conducting evalua-
tions of public housing agencies, audits of
public housing agencies, and research and
surveys necessary to enable the Board to dis-
charge its functions under this subtitle.

(f) STAFF.—
(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Board shall

appoint an executive director of the Board,
who shall be compensated at a rate fixed by
the Board, but which shall not exceed the
rate established for level V of the Executive
Schedule under title 5, United States Code.

(2) OTHER PERSONNEL.—In addition to the
executive director, the Board may appoint
and fix the compensation of such personnel
as the Board considers necessary, in accord-
ance with the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments to the
competitive service, and the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
such title, relating to classification and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates.

(g) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS.—The Board
shall have access for the purposes of carrying
out its functions under this subtitle to any
books, documents, papers, and records of a
public housing agency to which the Sec-
retary has access under this Act.
SEC. 525. FEES.

(a) ACCREDITATION FEES.—The Board may
establish and charge reasonable fees for the
accreditation of public housing agencies as
the Board considers necessary to cover the
costs of the operations of the Board relating
to its functions under section 523.

(b) FUND.—Any fees collected under this
section shall be deposited in an operations
fund for the Board, which is hereby estab-
lished in the Treasury of the United States.
Amounts in such fund shall be available, to
the extent provided in appropriation Acts,
for the expenses of the Board in carrying out
its functions under this subtitle.
SEC. 526. GAO AUDIT.

The activities and transactions of the
Board shall be subject to audit by the Comp-
troller General of the United States under
such rules and regulations as may be pre-
scribed by the Comptroller General. The rep-
resentatives of the General Accounting Of-
fice shall have access for the purpose of audit
and examination to any books, documents,
papers, and records of the Board that are
necessary to facilitate an audit.

Subtitle C—Interim Applicability of Public
Housing Management Assessment Program

SEC. 531. INTERIM APPLICABILITY.
This subtitle shall be effective only during

the period that begins on the effective date
of this Act and ends upon the date of the ef-
fectiveness of the standards and procedures
required under section 523.
SEC. 532. MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT INDICA-

TORS.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall

develop and publish in the Federal Register
indicators to assess the management per-
formance of public housing agencies and
other entities managing public housing (in-
cluding resident management corporations,
independent managers pursuant to section
236, and management entities pursuant to
subtitle D). The indicators shall be estab-
lished by rule under section 553 of title 5,
United States Code. Such indicators shall en-
able the Secretary to evaluate the perform-
ance of public housing agencies and such
other managers of public housing in all
major areas of management operations.

(b) CONTENT.—The management assess-
ment indicators shall include the following
indicators:

(1) The number and percentage of vacan-
cies within an agency’s or manager’s inven-
tory, including the progress that an agency
or manager has made within the previous 3
years to reduce such vacancies.

(2) The amount and percentage of funds ob-
ligated to the public housing agency or man-
ager from the capital fund or under section
14 of the United States Housing Act of 1937
(as in effect before the effective date of the
repeal under section 601(b) of this Act),
which remain unexpended after 3 years.

(3) The percentage of rents uncollected.
(4) The energy consumption (with appro-

priate adjustments to reflect different re-
gions and unit sizes).

(5) The average period of time that an
agency or manager requires to repair and
turn-around vacant dwelling units.

(6) The proportion of maintenance work or-
ders outstanding, including any progress
that an agency or manager has made during
the preceding 3 years to reduce the period of
time required to complete maintenance work
orders.

(7) The percentage of dwelling units that
an agency or manager fails to inspect to as-
certain maintenance or modernization needs
within such period of time as the Secretary
deems appropriate (with appropriate adjust-
ments, if any, for large and small agencies or
managers).

(8) The extent to which the rent policies of
any public housing agency establishing rent-
al amounts in accordance with section 225(b)
comply with the requirement under section
225(c).

(9) Whether the agency is providing accept-
able basic housing conditions, as determined
by the Secretary.

(10) Any other factors as the Secretary
deems appropriate.

(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATION.—The
Secretary shall—

(1) administer the system of evaluating
public housing agencies and managers flexi-
bly to ensure that agencies and managers are
not penalized as result of circumstances be-
yond their control;

(2) reflect in the weights assigned to the
various management assessment indicators
the differences in the difficulty of managing
individual developments that result from
their physical condition and their neighbor-
hood environment; and

(3) determine a public housing agency’s or
manager’s status as ‘‘troubled with respect
to modernization’’ under section 533(b) based
upon factors solely related to its ability to
carry out modernization activities.
SEC. 533. DESIGNATION OF PHA’S.

(a) TROUBLED PHA’S.—The Secretary shall,
under the rulemaking procedures under sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, estab-
lish procedures for designating troubled pub-
lic housing agencies and managers, which
procedures shall include identification of se-
rious and substantial failure to perform as
measured by (1) the performance indicators
specified under section 532 and such other
factors as the Secretary may deem to be ap-
propriate; or (2) such other evaluation sys-
tem as is determined by the Secretary to as-
sess the condition of the public housing
agency or other entity managing public
housing, which system may be in addition to
or in lieu of the performance indicators es-
tablished under section 532. Such procedures
shall provide that an agency that does not
provide acceptable basic housing conditions
shall be designated a troubled public housing
agency.

(b) AGENCIES TROUBLED WITH RESPECT TO
CAPITAL ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary shall
designate, by rule under section 553 of title 5,
United States Code, agencies and managers
that are troubled with respect to capital ac-
tivities.
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(c) AGENCIES AT RISK OF BECOMING TROU-

BLED.—The Secretary shall designate, by
rule under section 553 of title 5, United
States Code, agencies and managers that are
at risk of becoming troubled.

(d) EXEMPLARY AGENCIES.—The Secretary
may also, in consultation with national or-
ganizations representing public housing
agencies and managers and public officials
(as the Secretary determines appropriate),
identify and commend public housing agen-
cies and managers that meet the perform-
ance standards established under section 532
in an exemplary manner.

(e) APPEAL OF DESIGNATION.—The Sec-
retary shall establish procedures for public
housing agencies and managers to appeal
designation as a troubled agency or manager
(including designation as a troubled agency
or manager for purposes of capital activi-
ties), to petition for removal of such designa-
tion, and to appeal any refusal to remove
such designation.
SEC. 534. ON-SITE INSPECTION OF TROUBLED

PHA’S.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon designating a public

housing agency or manager as troubled pur-
suant to section 533 and determining that an
assessment under this section will not dupli-
cate any other review previously conducted
or required to be conducted of the agency or
manager, the Secretary shall provide for an
on-site, independent assessment of the man-
agement of the agency or manager.

(b) CONTENT.—To the extent the Secretary
deems appropriate (taking into consider-
ation an agency’s or manager’s performance
under the indicators specified under section
532, the assessment team shall also consider
issues relating to the agency’s or manager’s
resident population and physical inventory,
including the extent to which—

(1) the public housing agency plan for the
agency or manager adequately and appro-
priately addresses the rehabilitation needs of
the public housing inventory;

(2) residents of the agency or manager are
involved in and informed of significant man-
agement decisions; and

(3) any developments in the agency’s or
manager’s inventory are severely distressed
(as such term is defined under section 262.

(c) INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT TEAM.—An
independent assessment under this section
shall be carried out by a team of knowledge-
able individuals selected by the Secretary
(referred to in this title as the ‘‘assessment
team’’) with expertise in public housing and
real estate management. In conducting an
assessment, the assessment team shall con-
sult with the residents and with public and
private entities in the jurisdiction in which
the public housing is located. The assess-
ment team shall provide to the Secretary
and the public housing agency or manager a
written report, which shall contain, at a
minimum, recommendations for such man-
agement improvements as are necessary to
eliminate or substantially remedy existing
deficiencies.
SEC. 535. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) PHA’S.—The Secretary shall carry out
this subtitle with respect to public housing
agencies substantially in the same manner
as the public housing management assess-
ment system under section 6(j) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect im-
mediately before the effective date of the re-
peal under section 601(b) of this Act) was re-
quired to be carried out with respect to pub-
lic housing agencies. The Secretary may
comply with the requirements under this
subtitle by using any regulations issued to
carry out such system and issuing any addi-
tional regulations necessary to make such
system comply with the requirements under
this subtitle.

(b) OTHER MANAGERS.—The Secretary shall
establish specific standards and procedures
for carrying out this subtitle with respect to
managers of public housing that are not pub-
lic housing agencies. Such standards and
procedures shall take in consideration spe-
cial circumstances relating to entities hired,
directed, or appointed to manage public
housing.

Subtitle D—Accountability and Oversight
Standards and Procedures

SEC. 541. AUDITS.
(a) BY SECRETARY AND COMPTROLLER GEN-

ERAL.—Each block grant contract under sec-
tion 201 and each contract for housing assist-
ance amounts under section 302 shall provide
that the Secretary, the Inspector General of
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and the Comptroller General of the
United States, or any of their duly author-
ized representatives, shall, for the purpose of
audit and examination, have access to any
books, documents, papers, and records of the
public housing agency (or other entity) en-
tering into such contract that are pertinent
to this Act and to its operations with respect
to financial assistance under the this Act.

(b) BY PHA.—
(1) REQUIREMENT.—Each public housing

agency that owns or operates 250 or more
public housing dwelling units and receives
assistance under this Act shall have an audit
made in accordance with chapter 75 of title
31, United States Code. The Secretary, the
Inspector General of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall have access to all books, documents,
papers, or other records that are pertinent to
the activities carried out under this Act in
order to make audit examinations, excerpts,
and transcripts.

(2) WITHHOLDING OF AMOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary may, in the sole discretion of the Sec-
retary, arrange for, and pay the costs of, an
audit required under paragraph (1). In such
circumstances, the Secretary may withhold,
from assistance otherwise payable to the
agency under this Act, amounts sufficient to
pay for the reasonable costs of conducting an
acceptable audit, including, when appro-
priate, the reasonable costs of accounting
services necessary to place the agency’s
books and records in auditable condition.
SEC. 542. PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR AU-

THORITIES AT RISK OF BECOMING
TROUBLED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon designation of a
public housing agency as at risk of becoming
troubled under section 533(c), the Secretary
shall seek to enter into an agreement with
the agency providing for improvement of the
elements of the agency that have been iden-
tified. An agreement under this section shall
contain such terms and conditions as the
Secretary determines are appropriate for ad-
dressing the elements identified, which may
include an on-site, independent assessment
of the management of the agency.

(b) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—If the Sec-
retary determines that such action is nec-
essary to prevent the public housing agency
from becoming a troubled agency, the Sec-
retary may—

(1) solicit competitive proposals from other
public housing agencies and private housing
management agents (which may be selected
by existing tenants through administrative
procedures established by the Secretary), for
any case in which such agents may be needed
for managing all, or part, of the housing or
functions administered by the agency; or

(2) solicit competitive proposals from other
public housing agencies and private entities
with experience in construction manage-
ment, for any case in which such authorities
or firms may be needed to oversee implemen-

tation of assistance made available for cap-
ital improvement for public housing of the
agency.
SEC. 543. PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS AND

CDBG SANCTIONS FOR TROUBLED
PHA’S.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon designation of a
public housing agency as a troubled agency
under section 533(a) and after reviewing the
report submitted pursuant to section 534(c)
and consulting with the assessment team for
the agency under section 534, the Secretary
shall seek to enter into an agreement with
the agency providing for improving the man-
agement performance of the agency.

(b) CONTENTS.—An agreement under this
section between the Secretary and a public
housing agency shall set forth—

(1) targets for improving performance, as
measured by the guidelines and standards es-
tablished under section 532 and other re-
quirements within a specified period of time,
which shall include targets to be met upon
the expiration of the 12-month period begin-
ning upon entering into the agreement;

(2) strategies for meeting such targets;
(3) sanctions for failure to implement such

strategies; and
(4) to the extent the Secretary deems ap-

propriate, a plan for enhancing resident in-
volvement in the management of the public
housing agency.

(c) LOCAL ASSISTANCE IN IMPLEMENTA-
TION.—The Secretary and the public housing
agency shall, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, seek the assistance of local public
and private entities in carrying out an agree-
ment under this section.

(d) DEFAULT UNDER PERFORMANCE AGREE-
MENT.—Upon the expiration of the 12-month
period beginning upon entering into an
agreement under this section with a public
housing agency, the Secretary shall review
the performance of the agency in relation to
the performance targets and strategies under
the agreement. If the Secretary determines
that the agency has failed to comply with
the performance targets established for such
period, the Secretary shall take the action
authorized under subsection (b)(2) or (b)(5) of
section 545.

(e) CDBG SANCTION AGAINST LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT CONTRIBUTING TO TROUBLED STATUS
OF PHA.—If the Secretary determines that
the actions or inaction of any unit of general
local government within which any portion
of the jurisdiction of a public housing agency
is located has substantially contributed to
the conditions resulting in the agency being
designated under section 533(a) as a troubled
agency, the Secretary may redirect or with-
hold, from such unit of general local govern-
ment any amounts allocated for such unit
under section 106 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974.
SEC. 544. OPTION TO DEMAND CONVEYANCE OF

TITLE TO OR POSSESSION OF PUB-
LIC HOUSING.

(a) AUTHORITY FOR CONVEYANCE.—A con-
tract under section 201 for block grants
under title II (including contracts which
amend or supersede contracts previously
made (including contracts for contribu-
tions)) may provide that upon the occurrence
of a substantial default with respect to the
covenants or conditions to which the public
housing agency is subject (as such substan-
tial default shall be defined in such con-
tract), the public housing agency shall be ob-
ligated, at the option of the Secretary, to—

(1) convey title in any case where, in the
determination of the Secretary (which deter-
mination shall be final and conclusive), such
conveyance of title is necessary to achieve
the purposes of this Act; or

(2) deliver to the Secretary possession of
the development, as then constituted, to
which such contract relates.
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(b) OBLIGATION TO RECONVEY.—Any block

grant contract under title II containing the
provisions authorized in subsection (a) shall
also provide that the Secretary shall be obli-
gated to reconvey or redeliver possession of
the development, as constituted at the time
of reconveyance or redelivery, to such public
housing agency or to its successor (if such
public housing agency or a successor exists)
upon such terms as shall be prescribed in
such contract, and as soon as practicable
after—

(1) the Secretary is satisfied that all de-
faults with respect to the development have
been cured, and that the development will, in
order to fulfill the purposes of this Act,
thereafter be operated in accordance with
the terms of such contract; or

(2) the termination of the obligation to
make annual block grants to the agency, un-
less there are any obligations or covenants
of the agency to the Secretary which are
then in default.
Any prior conveyances and reconveyances or
deliveries and redeliveries of possession shall
not exhaust the right to require a convey-
ance or delivery of possession of the develop-
ment to the Secretary pursuant to sub-
section (a) upon the subsequent occurrence
of a substantial default.

(c) CONTINUED GRANTS FOR REPAYMENT OF
BONDS AND NOTES UNDER 1937 ACT.—If—

(1) a contract for block grants under title
II for an agency includes provisions that ex-
pressly state that the provisions are included
pursuant to this subsection, and

(2) the portion of the block grant payable
for debt service requirements pursuant to
the contract has been pledged by the public
housing agency as security for the payment
of the principal and interest on any of its ob-
ligations, then—

(A) the Secretary shall (notwithstanding
any other provisions of this Act), continue to
make the block grant payments for the agen-
cy so long as any of such obligations remain
outstanding; and

(B) the Secretary may covenant in such a
contract that in any event such block grant
amounts shall in each year be at least equal
to an amount which, together with such in-
come or other funds as are actually available
from the development for the purpose at the
time such block grant payments are made,
will suffice for the payment of all install-
ments of principal and interest on the obli-
gations for which the amounts provided for
in the contract shall have been pledged as se-
curity that fall due within the next succeed-
ing 12 months.
In no case shall such block grant amounts be
in excess of the maximum sum specified in
the contract involved, nor for longer than
the remainder of the maximum period fixed
by the contract.
SEC. 545. REMOVAL OF INEFFECTIVE PHA’S.

(a) CONDITIONS OF REMOVAL.—The actions
specified in subsection (b) may be taken only
upon—

(1) the occurrence of events or conditions
that constitute a substantial default by a
public housing agency with respect to (A)
the covenants or conditions to which the
public housing agency is subject, or (B) an
agreement entered into under section 543; or

(2) submission to the Secretary of a peti-
tion by the residents of the public housing
owned or operated by a public housing agen-
cy that is designated as troubled pursuant to
section 533(a).

(b) REMOVAL ACTIONS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law or of any block
grant contract under title II or any grant
agreement under title III, in accordance with
subsection (a), the Secretary may—

(1) solicit competitive proposals from other
public housing agencies and private housing

management agents (which, in the discretion
of the Secretary, may be selected by existing
public housing residents through administra-
tive procedures established by the Secretary)
and, if appropriate, provide for such agents
to manage all, or part, of the housing admin-
istered by the public housing agency or all or
part of the other functions of the agency;

(2) take possession of the public housing
agency, including any developments or func-
tions of the agency under any section of this
Act;

(3) solicit competitive proposals from other
public housing agencies and private entities
with experience in construction management
and, if appropriate, provide for such authori-
ties or firms to oversee implementation of
assistance made available for capital im-
provements for public housing;

(4) require the agency to make other ar-
rangements acceptable to the Secretary and
in the best interests of the public housing
residents and assisted families under title III
for managing all, or part of, the public hous-
ing administered by the agency or the func-
tions of the agency; or

(5) petition for the appointment of a re-
ceiver for the public housing agency to any
district court of the United States or to any
court of the State in which any portion of
the jurisdiction of the public housing agency
is located, that is authorized to appoint a re-
ceiver for the purposes and having the pow-
ers prescribed in this section.

(c) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary may make available to receivers and
other entities selected or appointed pursuant
to this section such assistance as is fair and
reasonable to remedy the substantial dete-
rioration of living conditions in individual
public housing developments or other related
emergencies that endanger the health, safety
and welfare of public housing residents or as-
sisted families under title III.

(d) POWERS OF SECRETARY.—If the Sec-
retary takes possession of an agency, or any
developments or functions of an agency, pur-
suant to subsection (b)(2), the Secretary—

(1) may abrogate contracts that substan-
tially impede correction of the substantial
default or improvement of the classification,
but only after efforts to renegotiate such
contracts have failed and the Secretary has
made a written determination regarding
such abrogation, which shall be available to
the public upon request, identify such con-
tracts, and explain the determination that
such contracts may be abrogated;

(2) may demolish and dispose of assets of
the agency in accordance with section 261;

(3) where determined appropriate by the
Secretary, may require the establishment of
one or more new public housing agencies;

(4) may consolidate the agency into other
well-managed public housing agencies with
the consent of such well-managed authori-
ties;

(5) shall not be subject to any State or
local laws relating to civil service require-
ments, employee rights, procurement, or fi-
nancial or administrative controls that, in
the determination of the Secretary, substan-
tially impede correction of the substantial
default or improvement of the classification,
but only if the Secretary has made a written
determination regarding such inapplicabil-
ity, which shall be available to the public
upon request, identify such inapplicable
laws, and explain the determination that
such laws impede such correction; and

(6) shall have such additional authority as
a district court of the United States has the
authority to confer under like circumstances
upon a receiver to achieve the purposes of
the receivership.

The Secretary may appoint, on a competi-
tive or noncompetitive basis, an individual

or entity as an administrative receiver to as-
sume the Secretary’s responsibility under
this paragraph for the administration of a
public housing agency. The Secretary may
delegate to the administrative receiver any
or all of the powers of the Secretary under
this subsection. Regardless of any delegation
under this subsection, an administrative re-
ceiver may not require the establishment of
one or more new public housing agencies
pursuant to paragraph (3) unless the Sec-
retary first approves such establishment.
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘‘public housing agency’’ includes any devel-
opments or functions of a public housing
agency under any section of this title.

(e) RECEIVERSHIP.—
(1) REQUIRED APPOINTMENT.—In any pro-

ceeding under subsection (b)(5), upon a deter-
mination that a substantial default has oc-
curred, and without regard to the availabil-
ity of alternative remedies, the court shall
appoint a receiver to conduct the affairs of
the public housing agency in a manner con-
sistent with this Act and in accordance with
such further terms and conditions as the
court may provide. The receiver appointed
may be another public housing agency, a pri-
vate management corporation, the Sec-
retary, or any other appropriate entity. The
court shall have power to grant appropriate
temporary or preliminary relief pending
final disposition of the petition by the Sec-
retary.

(2) POWERS OF RECEIVER.—If a receiver is
appointed for a public housing agency pursu-
ant to subsection (b)(5), in addition to the
powers accorded by the court appointing the
receiver, the receiver—

(A) may abrogate contracts that substan-
tially impede correction of the substantial
default or improvement of the classification,
but only after bona fide efforts to renego-
tiate such contracts have failed and the re-
ceiver has made a written determination re-
garding such abrogation, which shall be
available to the public upon request, identify
such contracts, and explain the determina-
tion that such contracts may be abrogated;

(B) may demolish and dispose of assets of
the agency in accordance with section 261;

(C) where determined appropriate by the
Secretary, may require the establishment of
one or more new public housing agencies, to
the extent permitted by State and local law;
and

(D) except as provided in subparagraph (C),
shall not be subject to any State or local
laws relating to civil service requirements,
employee rights, procurement, or financial
or administrative controls that, in the deter-
mination of the receiver, substantially im-
pede correction of the substantial default or
improvement of the classification, but only
if the receiver has made a written deter-
mination regarding such inapplicability,
which shall be available to the public upon
request, identify such inapplicable laws, and
explain the determination that such laws im-
pede such correction.

For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘‘public housing agency’’ includes any devel-
opments or functions of a public housing
agency under any section of this title.

(3) TERMINATION.—The appointment of a re-
ceiver pursuant to this subsection may be
terminated, upon the petition of any party,
when the court determines that all defaults
have been cured or the public housing agency
will be able to make the same amount of
progress in correcting the management of
the housing as the receiver.

(f) LIABILITY.—If the Secretary takes pos-
session of an agency pursuant to subsection
(b)(2) or a receiver is appointed pursuant to
subsection (b)(5) for a public housing agency,
the Secretary or the receiver shall be
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deemed to be acting in the capacity of the
public housing agency (and not in the official
capacity as Secretary or other official) and
any liability incurred shall be a liability of
the public housing agency.

(g) EFFECTIVENESS.—The provisions of this
section shall apply with respect to actions
taken before, on, or after the effective date
of this Act and shall apply to any receivers
appointed for a public housing agency before
the effective date of this Act.
SEC. 546. MANDATORY TAKEOVER OF CHRON-

ICALLY TROUBLED PHA’S.

(a) REMOVAL OF AGENCY.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this Act, not later
than the expiration of the 180-day period be-
ginning on the effective date of this Act, the
Secretary shall take one of the following ac-
tions with respect to each chronically trou-
bled public housing agency:

(1) CONTRACTING FOR MANAGEMENT.—Solicit
competitive proposals for the management
of the agency pursuant to section 545(b)(1)
and replace the management of the agency
pursuant to selection of such a proposal.

(2) TAKEOVER.—Take possession of the
agency pursuant to section 545(b)(2) of such
Act.

(3) PETITION FOR RECEIVER.—Petition for
the appointment of a receiver for the agency
pursuant to section 545(b)(5).

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘chronically troubled public
housing agency’’ means a public housing
agency that, as of the effective date of this
Act, is designated under section 6(j)(2) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in ef-
fect immediately before the effective date of
the repeal under section 601(b) of this Act) as
a troubled public housing agency and has
been so designated continuously for the 3-
year period ending upon the effective date of
this Act; except that such term does not in-
clude any agency that owns or operates less
than 1250 public housing dwelling units and
that the Secretary determines can, with a
reasonable amount of effort, make such im-
provements or remedies as may be necessary
to remove its designation as troubled within
12 months.
SEC. 547. TREATMENT OF TROUBLED PHA’S.

(a) EFFECT OF TROUBLED STATUS ON
CHAS.—The comprehensive housing afford-
ability strategy (or any consolidated plan in-
corporating such strategy) for the State or
unit of general local government in which
any troubled public housing agency is lo-
cated shall not be considered to comply with
the requirements under section 105 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act unless such plan includes a de-
scription of the manner in which the State
or unit will assist such troubled agency in
improving its operations to remove such des-
ignation.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘troubled public housing
agency’’ means a public housing agency
that—

(1) upon the effective date of this Act, is
designated under section 6(j)(2) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect im-
mediately before the effective date of the re-
peal under section 601(b) of this Act) as a
troubled public housing agency; and

(2) is not a chronically troubled public
housing agency, as such term is defined in
section 546(b) of this Act.
SEC. 548. MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS.

Each public housing agency shall keep
such records as may be reasonably necessary
to disclose the amount and the disposition
by the agency of the proceeds of assistance
received pursuant to this Act and to ensure
compliance with the requirements of this
Act.

SEC. 549. ANNUAL REPORTS REGARDING TROU-
BLED PHA’S.

The Secretary shall submit a report to the
Congress annually, as a part of the report of
the Secretary under section 8 of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
Act, that—

(1) identifies the public housing agencies
that are designated under section 533 as
troubled or at-risk of becoming troubled and
the reasons for such designation; and

(2) describes any actions that have been
taken in accordance with sections 542, 543,
544, and 545.
SEC. 550. APPLICABILITY TO RESIDENT MANAGE-

MENT CORPORATIONS.
The Secretary shall apply the provisions of

this subtitle to resident management cor-
porations in the same manner as applied to
public housing agencies.
SEC. 551. ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR HOUSING AU-

THORITY OF NEW ORLEANS.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary and

the Housing Authority of New Orleans (in
this section referred to as the ‘‘Housing Au-
thority’’) shall, pursuant to the cooperative
endeavor agreement in effect between the
Secretary and the Housing Authority, estab-
lish an advisory council for the Housing Au-
thority of New Orleans (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘advisory council’’) that
complies with the requirements of this sec-
tion.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The advisory council shall

be appointed by the Secretary, not later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, and shall be composed of the fol-
lowing members:

(A) The Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (or
the Inspector General’s designee).

(B) Not more than 7 other members, who
shall be selected for appointment based on
their experience in successfully reforming
troubled public housing agencies or in pro-
viding affordable housing in coordination
with State and local governments, the pri-
vate sector, affordable housing residents, or
local nonprofit organizations.

(2) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL PAY.—Mem-
bers of the advisory council shall serve with-
out compensation, but shall be reimbursed
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses incurred in the performance of
their duties as members of the Board using
amounts from the Headquarters Reserve
fund pursuant to section 111(b)(4).

(c) FUNCTIONS.—The advisory council
shall—

(1) establish standards and guidelines for
assessing the performance of the Housing
Authority in carrying out operational, asset
management, and financial functions for
purposes of the reports and finding under
subsections (d) and (e), respectively;

(2) provide advice, expertise, and rec-
ommendations to the Housing Authority re-
garding the management, operation, repair,
redevelopment, revitalization, demolition,
and disposition of public housing develop-
ments of the Housing Authority;

(3) report to the Congress under subsection
(d) regarding any progress of the Housing
Authority in improving the performance of
its functions; and

(4) make a final finding to the Congress
under subsection (e) regarding the future of
the Housing Authority.

(d) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The advisory
council shall report to the Congress and the
Secretary not less than every 3 months re-
garding the performance of the Housing Au-
thority and any progress of the authority in
improving its performance and carrying out
its functions.

(e) FINAL FINDING.—Upon the expiration of
the 18-month period that begins upon the ap-

pointment under subsection (b)(1) of all
members of the advisory council, the council
shall make and submit to the Congress and
the Secretary a finding of whether the Hous-
ing Authority has substantially improved its
performance, the performance of its func-
tions, and the overall condition of the Au-
thority such that the Authority should be al-
lowed to continue to operate as the manager
of the public housing of the Authority. In
making the finding under this subsection,
the advisory council shall consider whether
the Housing Authority has made sufficient
progress in the demolition and revitalization
of the Desire Homes development, the revi-
talization of the St. Thomas Homes develop-
ment, the appropriate allocation of operat-
ing subsidy amounts, and the appropriate ex-
pending of modernization amounts.

(f) RECEIVERSHIP.—If the advisory council
finds under subsection (e) that the Housing
Authority has not substantially improved its
performance such that the Authority should
be allowed to continue to operate as the
manager of the public housing of the Author-
ity, the Secretary shall (notwithstanding
section 545(a)) petition under section 545(b)
for the appointment of a receiver for the
Housing Authority, which receivership shall
be subject to the provisions of section 545.

(g) EXEMPTION.—The provisions of section
546 shall not apply to the Housing Authority.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. VENTO:
Page 244, strike line 1 and all that follows
through line 8 on page 254, and insert the fol-
lowing:

Subtitle C—Public Housing Management
Assessment Program

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand that we have an un-
derstanding or negotiation that we
would be able to seek an outside pa-
rameter of time, 20 minutes, to hear
this amendment, 10 minutes to be con-
trolled by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] and 10 minutes to
be controlled by myself.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the 20 minutes
allocated to this be equally divided be-
tween the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAZIO] and myself.

The CHAIRMAN. It is the Chair’s un-
derstanding that this includes all
amendments thereto.

Mr. VENTO. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment in
this title V provides for a study of the
evaluation of the HUD evaluation sys-
tem and performance of public housing



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2418 May 8, 1997
agencies; provides a half million dollar
study for that purpose, but ironically
then, and I think in a contradicting
manner, moves ahead and establishes
an accreditation board, another Fed-
eral board of 12 appointed individuals
to that particular board.

Mr. Chairman, this is a contradic-
tion. This is basically either one thing
or the other. If we are going to do the
study, we need to evaluate what the
consequences, the outcome, of that
study is. I would agree that a study is
appropriate in this instance because
there have been many questions that
have arisen with regards to HUD and
the performance evaluations that it
has done of public housing agencies. In
fact, it is a rather new effort on their
part that has existed for the last 6 or 7
years to make that effort.

As we repeatedly heard with regard
to 3,400 agencies, there are some 75
that are troubled, that house a consid-
erable number of individuals in the 41⁄2
million housing units. But to set up a
study and then to automatically set up
the board really predetermines what
the outcome of the study is. The study
may in fact find other alternatives
that are preferable, for instance, in
terms of reinforcing the existing au-
thority within HUD, but beyond that it
simply opens up the possibility of hav-
ing two competing entities; that is to
say HUD itself, which has responsibil-
ity, and I might say the lines are not
clearly defined with regards to this
board that is established, the accredi-
tation board, and HUD itself and the
fighting between one another as to
what the requirements, who has what
responsibilities.

It is in fact the report language that
we have in the bill that the majority’s
report language on page 115 goes on to
even point out this particular abnor-
mality. It says if such study concludes,
and I quote, ‘‘If such study concludes
that an accreditation system would be
unwise for the public housing program,
then Congress will be in a position to
either change the focus of the accredi-
tation board, this new Federal agency,
in accordance with the study’s findings
or to simply eliminate the board.’’

So here we have in one case a study
that is suggesting that if the study
suggests something else that we are
going to eliminate the board. Well, I
got news for my colleagues. Once this
board gets appointed and we have 12
appointed people by the Speaker, by
the President, by the ranking members
in the House and Senate, they are
going to be a board in search of a mis-
sion. Once we set up this type of fed-
eral bureaucracy, we are not going to
dismiss it. They are going to be out
there looking for something to do.

So I mean I do not understand the
purpose of doing this. As my colleagues
know, Congress is going to be back in
session in 1998. My colleague will still
be, I guess, I assume, the chairman of
the subcommittee when this study
comes back. We are going to spend a
half million dollars on it, and I think

that, as my colleagues know, in terms
of trying to be objective about this we
ought to at least try and get the re-
sults of the study before we presuppose
what the results are. If that is the case,
then why do they have the study in
here? And I would suggest that there
are many contradictions in competi-
tion that come up; in fact this has been
pointed out repeatedly.

This board will have the power to
mail, will have the power to hire ex-
ecutives, to hire staff. As my col-
leagues know, if they love rules and
regulations, they are going to love this
new bureaucracy that is being set up
here. As my colleagues know, if they
do not agree with the job HUD is doing,
I think then maybe we need to take
issue with that with the new Secretary
or the former Secretary, as we have.
But to set up another board, a redun-
dant board, I think is the height of
cynicism.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I wish every public
housing authority throughout the Na-
tion was a high performing, competent
housing authority that performed to
levels of excellence, and if that were
the case, as the saying goes, if men
were angels, we would not need such a
thing as an accreditation board. But in
fact there are some housing authorities
throughout the country that are not
doing a very good job. Some have been
dismal failures and some need more
help, some need more encouragement.

In the academic world accreditation
is used in order to ensure minimum
levels of excellence in terms of colleges
and universities, and it is a stamp of
approval for people when they look at
colleges and universities or law schools
or graduate schools. It gives people a
comfort level that they know that
these institutions are performing at
these minimal levels. And they are
staffed and developed by a system of
peers. The same is true with hospitals
throughout the Nation.

But with housing that monitoring
takes place in-house in HUD. HUD it-
self monitors the housing authorities,
and they have been doing an exception-
ally mediocre, some would say a quite
poor, job of that evaluation. In fact, ac-
cording to the General Accounting Of-
fice in an independent study, one-half
of HUD’s confirmatory reviews of their
in-house assessment program showed
that their scores were shown to be in-
accurate. Fifty-eight percent of the
time that the scores were shown to be
inaccurate, HUD lowered the scores by
an average of 14 points or a very sub-
stantial shift on a score of 1 to 100.

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt that
the evaluation procedure that cur-
rently exists is faulty; it is inherently
flawed, it is unreliable and lacks credi-
bility, and that is one of the reasons
why housing authorities that have
been performing at very low standards
are permitted to continue to operate

where we continue to be able to—not
just able, but we are almost forced or
encouraged to throw good money after
bad to keep feeding housing authorities
when they are performing at very low
management levels.

The National Commission on Se-
verely Distressed Housing advocated an
accreditation system to better evalu-
ate the effectiveness of public housing
management, and it felt that industry
peers with experience running housing
authorities similar to those that they
are assessing are in a better position to
develop performance standards, re-
evaluate an organization against its
own needs and requirements and dif-
ferentiate among conditions or issues
of concern that may exist in a develop-
ment, but not in others, and also to
offer technical assistance in specifi-
cally each authority and help it to
learn how to meet accreditation stand-
ards and management. We need an
independent accreditation board.

We are also saying by authorizing a
study within the course of this section
of the bill that we should have a study
and have them report back to us so
that we can fully flesh out what this
independent accreditation board should
have in terms of its overall and under-
lying mission, but we do make a state-
ment in this bill that we need inde-
pendence, that we need an accredita-
tion board that ought to be staffed by
peers and people with industry experi-
ence, and it ought to be used to help
prompt housing authorities to be all
that they can be to perform to levels of
excellence and for those who do not, to
report back so that we can take appro-
priate action to defund the housing au-
thorities that are doing a dismal job.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

b 1800

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] the ranking
Member.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, first of all, let me thank my
good friend, Mr. VENTO, for once again
taking on an issue that, while it is per-
haps off the beaten path in terms of
normal debate that we hear around the
Congress of the United States, is none-
theless central to I think the proper
administration of housing programs in
this country.

People are so fond of beating up on
HUD and beating up on badly-run pub-
lic housing agencies, badly run public
housing authorities and projects, they
will simply jump at any possible solu-
tion to the problem, no matter how
well that idea is going to work. We
have heard a lot of rhetoric about the
fact that we should be open to new
ideas. I say maybe the other side ought
to be open to a bad idea, and perhaps
when they see a bad idea they ought to
be willing to shut it down. This quali-
fies as a bad idea.

We all agree that we need to tear
down bad public housing and take over
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troubled housing authorities, but we
can and we have been doing that with-
out creating a costly, independent and
duplicative accreditation board.

I support the Vento amendment that
maintains H.R. 2’s industry study of
current accreditation systems and
makes recommendations to the Con-
gress on improving and monitoring the
evaluation of public housing authori-
ties. Upon completion of the study, my
colleagues have our commitment to re-
view the study in an expedited manner
and move to legislation, if needed, that
would implement the study’s thought-
ful suggestions.

We need to support Mr. VENTO’s
amendment that strikes the implemen-
tation of an accreditation board de-
spite what the 6-month study might
recommend. The committee heard tes-
timony from all of the national rep-
resentatives of public housing direc-
tors, such as the Council of Large Pub-
lic Housing Authorities, the Public
Housing Directors Association, the Na-
tional Association of Redevelopment
and Housing Directors that opposed in-
stituting H.R. 2’s accreditation board.

Secretary Cuomo and HUD’s Inspec-
tor General also offered testimony
against the independent evaluation
board included in the board. Secretary
Cuomo recognized that an outside ac-
creditation board would replace the
current responsibilities of HUD in eval-
uating PHA’s, yet the PHA’s would re-
main fiscally accountable to HUD.
With HUD’s oversight role so greatly
diminished by establishing an accredi-
tation board, how could the Depart-
ment certify that PHAs were respon-
sible?

As we move toward a balanced budg-
et, why are we mandating and paying
for an accreditation study and then re-
fusing to see what the study says be-
fore we move to policy development?

I just believe, when all is said and
done, this is the worst kind of legislat-
ing. It is saying, listen, we have an
idea, we are such true believers in our
idea that we are going to create a
study, and regardless of what the study
ends up suggesting or saying, we are
going to go forward with the idea none-
theless.

If we are going to do this, why not
just go forward with the accreditation
board and at least save the taxpayers a
study.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I would just say that effectively
there have been no answers to the
questions that we have raised. The gen-
tleman’s own report language suggests
that if the study turns out differently,
then we can come back and repeal the
board.

Mr. Chairman, it is a $500,000 study, I
say to my colleagues. It is going to set
up appointments by the Speaker, by
the minority leader, by the President;
12 Members are going to be out there
looking for a mission. We know how
these sorts of examples function.

I would say that my distinguished
colleague from New York, Mr. LAZIO,
the subcommittee chairman, pointed
out that the GAO gave an evaluation of
HUD. How does this deal with changing
HUD? HUD still has the responsibility;
and I might say in reference to this
that HUD has, and in this bill, in fact,
there is even more authority being
given to local governments and to the
public housing authorities. The pre-
sumption is that they have the ability
to in fact function in that regard.

I would suggest that this is not ac-
creditation. We have building stand-
ards and many requirements that are
local. This is a balancing act that we
do when we are dealing with housing.
It is not as though that they have abso-
lute autonomy in terms of what they
are doing, as we might find in hospitals
or in education institutions where in
fact the accreditation issue is even
being devalued. Some of the best
schools in this country, incidentally,
do not go through accreditation. There
are questions about the hospital proc-
ess even today as we sit here, yet we
are going ahead and having a study.

I think that in fact that the study is
quite appropriate and I support it, but
why not wait until we get it back to
find out what the best way to imple-
ment this is? Do we need another board
within HUD, without HUD? Do we need
another level of bureaucracy? Do we
need HUD in essence competing with
this accreditation board? That is what
this invites.

The lines of authority and the way
that this is written is not clear. I do
not doubt the gentleman’s good inten-
tions in terms of what he is trying to
do, but I think it needs a further eval-
uation. That is why I think that Sec-
retary Cuomo has spoken out strongly
against this; why Secretary Cisneros
was very concerned about this in the
previous example of this legislation.
While the Inspector General of HUD, I
misspoke when I said the GAO, but the
Inspector General of HUD has sug-
gested that it would not work, the GAO
has pointed out that the accreditation
model also had questions about it, and
most of the public housing agencies,
the housing authorities directors asso-
ciation, are very concerned and have
spoken out against this.

So I do not understand where the
support for this comes, other than the
fact that if we get a study back in a
year that is commissioned, why can we
not take up the study at that time and
then allocate the responsibilities ap-
propriately in terms of how we evalu-
ate housing agencies? It is not all bad.
They did pick St. Paul, MN, as the No.
1 public housing agency, I might say to
my friend, so there are I think some
good aspects to it, but why are we set-
ting this up and having the motion
that we will in essence lose control of
it? We will have little influence in that
particular case. Adopt the Vento
amendment.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Let me begin by saying that I know
that the gentleman from Minnesota of-
fers the amendment not just in good
faith, but with a good deal of passion,
and I appreciate his concern for hous-
ing. He has been a very credible and
productive member of the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services,
and I appreciate him.

However, let me say this about the
gentleman’s amendment. We want to
make a statement here that we are
going to hit the ground running. We
are not going to wait for further activ-
ity; we are not going to condemn an-
other generation to live in substandard
conditions. We are going to acknowl-
edge the fact that the HUD evaluations
of housing authorities have been chron-
ically flawed and faulty. That is not
speculation, that is fact. That is the
conclusion of the General Accounting
Office.

What we are saying in the bill is that
we need an independent entity to en-
sure and demand that the housing au-
thorities are performing to levels of ex-
cellence. I can understand why HUD
might want to keep control of this, and
I can understand why some housing au-
thorities might not want to have an
independent evaluation, but let me say
that is exactly what they need. It is
unfair to the taxpayers and unfair to
the residents when housing authorities,
performing under abysmal standards,
are evaluated by HUD and given pass-
ing grades, and that is exactly what
has been criticized by both the General
Accounting Office and by the inspector
general when they found fault with the
internal accounting system of the eval-
uation system within HUD.

In fact, there are plenty of housing
authorities, plenty of housing authori-
ties, according to the testimony that
the committee heard, that while they
have received pretty decent scores, in
fact they had poor maintenance, win-
dows broken, doors broken, graffiti,
criminal activity, poor management,
money wasted, and because of the
faulty evaluation, and in my opinion,
this member’s opinion, because of a
lack of independence in terms of the
evaluation, that was allowed to con-
tinue. The net effect of that is that an-
other generation is condemned to live
in poor conditions.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
differ with the gentleman in terms of
some of the deplorable problems that
have occurred, but is it not the func-
tion of the Inspector General of HUD
that has done some of the criticism or
the GAO or the oversight work of our
committee that can, in fact, hold them
accountable? Is this the only means
available?

If this study goes through the process
and indicates that it is preferable, I
will join the gentleman in supporting
it. But I think the essence is, why do
we not look at what the alternatives
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are? Of course we know that HUD itself
has renewed its efforts in these areas.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, it is abso-
lutely the responsibility of the com-
mittee in terms of oversight. It is abso-
lutely the responsibility of the inspec-
tor general. It is absolutely the respon-
sibility of the General Accounting Of-
fice, to the extent that they are di-
rected to report back to Congress, to
evaluate the information that is pro-
vided.

The idea here is to ensure that we
have credible, independent information
provided so that we can make reason-
able judgments, and that is why this
bill stands for the independent accredi-
tation system outside of HUD that will
report to us and allow us to make de-
cent decisions about what we should do
when we have chronic failure.

Of course, H.R. 2 speaks to that. We
fired the ones that are doing the poor
job, and what we should do with those
housing authorities that are doing a
good job, and again H.R. 2 speaks to
this, we should provide more flexibil-
ity. But we should be getting addi-
tional information upon which we can
make judgments.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would ask of the gen-
tleman from New York, is it not true
that in the legislation that the gen-
tleman wrote, that he included new
regulations regarding FEMAC that ac-
tually deal with the building inspec-
tion program that the gentleman just
cited in order to improve how those in-
spections are being done?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, since we
have asked for a study to be imple-
mented, we have interim regulations in
place so that there is not a void until
the accreditation board is fully oper-
ational, in which case that would sub-
stitute.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I appreciate that, but I
would point out to the gentleman that
he has designed and pointed out some
problems that have existed; he has
taken steps to try to deal with those
problems, and then he has said maybe
the entire system needs to have a new
look, and he has created a $500,000
study to look at that new look. The
trouble is that the gentleman imple-
ments the results of the study before
the study has been completed.

So I just pose the question to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO],
if you are going to do that, why do the
study? Why not just save the taxpayers
$500,000 and go forward?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, again reclaiming my time, I
think it was Members of the minority
who asked for the study, as a matter of
fact. I would say to the gentleman it
was the Members of the minority that

asked for the study. We established the
plan. Because we have a study and we
are trying to be flexible and respond to
the minority by having the study, we
can obviously not implement the ac-
creditation board immediately, so we
have interim rules and regulations so
that we do not have an absolute void in
terms of evaluation, and that all seems
entirely responsible and rational, based
on some of the concerns that have been
expressed by Members of the minority.

We are happy to have the study in
there to ensure that we have all the
relevant input that we might need in
order to have the strongest possible ac-
creditation board, which would have
independence and still have credibility.

The CHAIRMAN. All time on this
amendment has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 133, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title V?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
following Members be permitted to
offer their amendments to title V even
after the reading has progressed be-
yond that title, and that is subject to
discussions I have had with both of
these Members, and I have made a per-
sonal commitment that I will support
this unanimous-consent request. That
would be the amendment by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS]
and the amendment by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

b 1815
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-

ther amendments to title V, the Clerk
will designate title VI.

The text of title VI is as follows:
TITLE VI—REPEALS AND RELATED

AMENDMENTS
Subtitle A—Repeals, Effective Date, and

Savings Provisions
SEC. 601. EFFECTIVE DATE AND REPEAL OF UNIT-

ED STATES HOUSING ACT OF 1937.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—This Act and the amend-

ments made by this Act shall take effect
upon the expiration of the 6-month period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, except as otherwise provided in this
section.

(2) EXCEPTION.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that action under this paragraph is
necessary for program administration or to
avoid hardship, the Secretary may, by notice
in accordance with subsection (d), delay the
effective date of any provision of this Act
until a date not later than October 1, 1998.

(3) SPECIFIC EFFECTIVE DATES.—Any provi-
sion of this Act that specifically provides for

the effective date of such provision shall
take effect in accordance with the terms of
the provision.

(b) REPEAL OF UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT
OF 1937.—Effective upon the effective date
under subsection (a)(1), the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) is
repealed, subject to the conditions under
subsection (c). Subsection (a)(2) shall not
apply to this subsection.

(c) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—
(1) OBLIGATIONS UNDER 1937 ACT.—Any obli-

gation of the Secretary made under author-
ity of the United States Housing Act of 1937
shall continue to be governed by the provi-
sions of such Act, except that—

(A) notwithstanding the repeal of such Act,
the Secretary may make a new obligation
under such Act upon finding that such obli-
gation is required—

(i) to protect the financial interests of the
United States or the Department of Housing
and Urban Development; or

(ii) for the amendment, extension, or re-
newal of existing obligations; and

(B) notwithstanding the repeal of such Act,
the Secretary may, in accordance with sub-
section (d), issue regulations and other guid-
ance and directives as if such Act were in ef-
fect if the Secretary finds that such action is
necessary to facilitate the administration of
obligations under such Act.

(2) TRANSITION OF FUNDING.—Amounts ap-
propriated under the United States Housing
Act of 1937 shall, upon repeal of such Act, re-
main available for obligation under such Act
in accordance with the terms under which
amounts were made available.

(3) CROSS REFERENCES.—The provisions of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 shall
remain in effect for purposes of the validity
of any reference to a provision of such Act in
any statute (other than such Act) until such
reference is modified by law or repealed.

(d) PUBLICATION AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF
NOTICES OF DELAY.—

(1) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the
Senate a copy of any proposed notice under
subsection (a)(2) or any proposed regulation,
guidance, or directive under subsection
(c)(1)(B).

(2) OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW.—Such a regu-
lation, notice, guidance, or directive may
not be published for comment or for final ef-
fectiveness before or during the 15-calendar
day period beginning on the day after the
date on which such regulation, notice, guid-
ance, or directive was submitted to the Con-
gress.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—No regulation, notice,
guideline, or directive may become effective
until after the expiration of the 30-calendar
day period beginning on the day after the
day on which such rule or regulation is pub-
lished as final.

(4) WAIVER.—The provisions of paragraphs
(2) and (3) may be waived upon the written
request of the Secretary, if agreed to by the
Chairmen and Ranking Minority Members of
both Committees.

(e) MODIFICATIONS.—Notwithstanding any
provision of this Act or any annual contribu-
tions contract or other agreement entered
into by the Secretary and a public housing
agency pursuant to the provisions of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in ef-
fect before the effective date of the repeal
under section 601(b) of this Act), the Sec-
retary and the agency may by mutual con-
sent amend, supersede, or modify any such
agreement as appropriate to provide for as-
sistance under this Act, except that the Sec-
retary and the agency may not consent to
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any such amendment, supersession, or modi-
fication that substantially alters any out-
standing obligations requiring continued
maintenance of the low-income character of
any public housing development and any
such amendment, supersession, or modifica-
tion shall not be given effect.

(f) SECTION 8 PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of the

United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437 et seq.) shall remain in effect after the
effectiveness of the repeal under subsection
(b) with respect to all section 8 project-based
assistance, pursuant to existing and future
contracts, except as otherwise provided by
this section.

(2) TENANT SELECTION PREFERENCES.—An
owner of housing assisted with section 8
project-based assistance shall give pref-
erence, in the selection of tenants for units
of such projects that become available, ac-
cording to any system of local preferences
established pursuant to section 223 by the
public housing agency having jurisdiction for
the area in which such projects are located.

(3) 1-YEAR NOTIFICATION.—Paragraphs (9)
and (10) of section 8(c) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(c)) shall
not be applicable to section 8 project-based
assistance.

(4) LEASE TERMS.—Leases for dwelling
units assisted with section 8 project-based
assistance shall comply with the provisions
of paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 324 of this
Act and shall not be subject to the provi-
sions of 8(d)(1)(B) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937.

(5) TERMINATION OF TENANCY.—Any termi-
nation of tenancy of a resident of a dwelling
unit assisted with section 8 project-based as-
sistance shall comply with the provisions of
section 324(2) and section 325 of this Act and
shall not be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 8(d)(1)(B) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937.

(6) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘section 8 project-based as-
sistance’’ means assistance under any of the
following programs:

(A) The new construction or substantial re-
habilitation program under section 8(b)(2) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in
effect before October 1, 1983).

(B) The property disposition program
under section 8(b) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (as in effect before the effec-
tive date of the repeal under section 601(b) of
this Act).

(C) The loan management set-aside pro-
gram under subsections (b) and (v) of section
8 of such Act.

(D) The project-based certificate program
under section 8(d)(2) of such Act.

(E) The moderate rehabilitation program
under section 8(e)(2) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before Octo-
ber 1, 1991).

(F) The low-income housing preservation
program under Low-Income Housing Preser-
vation and Resident Homeownership Act of
1990 or the provisions of the Emergency Low
Income Housing Preservation Act of 1987 (as
in effect before November 28, 1990).

(G) Section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the effective
date of the repeal under section 601(b) of this
Act), following conversion from assistance
under section 101 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965 or section 236(f)(2)
of the National Housing Act.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 602. OTHER REPEALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions
of law are hereby repealed:

(1) ASSISTED HOUSING ALLOCATION.—Section
213 of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1439).

(2) PUBLIC HOUSING RENT WAIVERS FOR PO-
LICE.—Section 519 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
1437a–1).

(3) TREATMENT OF CERTIFICATE AND VOUCH-
ER HOLDERS.—Subsection (c) of section 183 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(4) EXCESSIVE RENT BURDEN DATA.—Sub-
section (b) of section 550 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act
(42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(5) MOVING TO OPPORTUNITY FOR FAIR HOUS-
ING.—Section 152 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1437f
note).

(6) REPORT REGARDING FAIR HOUSING OBJEC-
TIVES.—Section 153 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C.
1437f note).

(7) SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY OR
HANDICAPPED FAMILIES.—Section 209 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 1438).

(8) ACCESS TO PHA BOOKS.—Section 816 of
the Housing Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 1435).

(9) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—Sub-
sections (b)(1) and (d) of section 326 of the
Housing and Community Development
Amendments of 1981 (Public Law 97–35, 95
Stat. 406; 42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(10) PAYMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT MAN-
AGERS.—Section 329A of the Housing and
Community Development Amendments of
1981 (42 U.S.C. 1437j–1).

(11) PROCUREMENT OF INSURANCE BY PHA’S.—
In the item relating to ‘‘ADMINISTRATIVE PRO-
VISIONS’’ under the heading ‘‘MANAGEMENT
AND ADMINISTRATION’’ in title II of the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1991, the penul-
timate undesignated paragraph of such item
(Public Law 101–507; 104 Stat. 1369).

(12) PUBLIC HOUSING CHILDHOOD DEVELOP-
MENT.—Section 222 of the Housing and
Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (12 U.S.C.
1701z–6 note).

(13) INDIAN HOUSING CHILDHOOD DEVELOP-
MENT.—Section 518 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (12 U.S.C.
1701z–6 note).

(14) PUBLIC HOUSING COMPREHENSIVE TRAN-
SITION DEMONSTRATION.—Section 126 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1987 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note).

(15) PUBLIC HOUSING ONE-STOP PERINATAL
SERVICES DEMONSTRATION.—Section 521 of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 1437t note).

(16) PUBLIC HOUSING MINCS DEMONSTRA-
TION.—Section 522 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
1437f note).

(17) PUBLIC HOUSING ENERGY EFFICIENCY
DEMONSTRATION.—Section 523 of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437g note).

(18) OMAHA HOMEOWNERSHIP DEMONSTRA-
TION.—Section 132 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1992 (Public Law
102–550; 106 Stat. 3712).

(19) PUBLIC AND ASSISTED HOUSING YOUTH
SPORTS PROGRAMS.—Section 520 of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act (42 U.S.C. 11903a).

(20) FROST-LELAND PROVISIONS.—Section 415
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment—Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1988 (Public Law 100–202; 101
Stat. 1329–213); except that, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, beginning on the
date of enactment of this Act, the public
housing projects described in section 415 of
such appropriations Act (as such section ex-

isted immediately before the date of enact-
ment of this Act) shall be eligible for demoli-
tion—

(A) under section 14 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as such section existed
upon the enactment of this Act); and

(B) under section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937.

(21) MULTIFAMILY FINANCING.—The penul-
timate sentence of section 302(b)(2) of the
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1717(b)(2))
and the penultimate sentence of section
305(a)(2) of the Emergency Home Finance Act
of 1970 (12 U.S.C. 1454(a)(2)).

(22) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—Subsection
(c) of section 326 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Amendments of 1981 (42
U.S.C. 1437f note).

(23) CONVERSION OF PUBLIC HOUSING.—Sec-
tion 202 of the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1996 (42 U.S.C. 1437l note) (enacted as
section 101(e) of Omnibus Consolidated Re-
scissions and Appropriations Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–279)).

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Except to the ex-
tent otherwise provided in this Act—

(1) the repeals made by subsection (a) shall
not affect any legally binding obligations en-
tered into before the effective date of this
Act; and

(2) any funds or activities subject to a pro-
vision of law repealed by subsection (a) shall
continue to be governed by the provision as
in effect immediately before such repeal.
Subtitle B—Other Provisions Relating to

Public Housing and Rental Assistance Pro-
grams

SEC. 621. ALLOCATION OF ELDERLY HOUSING
AMOUNTS.

Section 202(l) of the Housing Act of 1959 (12
U.S.C. 1701q(l)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) CONSIDERATION IN ALLOCATING ASSIST-
ANCE.—Assistance under this section shall be
allocated in a manner that ensures that the
awards of the assistance are made for
projects of sufficient size to accommodate
facilities for supportive services appropriate
to the needs of frail elderly residents.’’.
SEC. 622. PET OWNERSHIP.

Section 227 of the Housing and Urban-
Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (12 U.S.C. 1701r–1)
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 227. PET OWNERSHIP IN FEDERALLY AS-

SISTED RENTAL HOUSING.
‘‘(a) RIGHT OF OWNERSHIP.—A resident of a

dwelling unit in federally assisted rental
housing may own common household pets or
have common household pets present in the
dwelling unit of such resident, subject to the
reasonable requirements of the owner of the
federally assisted rental housing and provid-
ing that the resident maintains the animals
responsibly and in compliance with applica-
ble local and State public health, animal
control, and anticruelty laws. Such reason-
able requirements may include requiring
payment of a nominal fee and pet deposit by
residents owning or having pets present, to
cover the operating costs to the project re-
lating to the presence of pets and to estab-
lish an escrow account for additional such
costs not otherwise covered, respectively.
Notwithstanding section 225(d) of the Hous-
ing Opportunity and Responsibility Act of
1997, a public housing agency may not grant
any exemption under such section from pay-
ment, in whole or in part, of any fee or de-
posit required pursuant to the preceding sen-
tence.

‘‘(b) PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINA-
TION.—No owner of federally assisted rental
housing may restrict or discriminate against
any person in connection with admission to,
or continued occupancy of, such housing by
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reason of the ownership of common house-
hold pets by, or the presence of such pets in
the dwelling unit of, such person.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions shall apply:

‘‘(1) FEDERALLY ASSISTED RENTAL HOUS-
ING.—The term ‘federally assisted rental
housing’ means any multifamily rental hous-
ing project that is—

‘‘(A) public housing (as such term is de-
fined in section 103 of the Housing Oppor-
tunity and Responsibility Act of 1997);

‘‘(B) assisted with project-based assistance
pursuant to section 601(f) of the Housing Op-
portunity and Responsibility Act of 1997 or
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the effective
date of the repeal under section 601(b) of the
Housing Opportunity and Responsibility Act
of 1997);

‘‘(C) assisted under section 202 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959 (as amended by section 801 of
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act);

‘‘(D) assisted under section 202 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959 (as in effect before the enact-
ment of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act);

‘‘(E) assisted under title V of the Housing
Act of 1949; or

‘‘(F) insured, assisted, or held by the Sec-
retary or a State or State agency under sec-
tion 236 of the National Housing Act.

‘‘(2) OWNER.—The term ‘owner’ means, with
respect to federally assisted rental housing,
the entity or private person, including a co-
operative or public housing agency, that has
the legal right to lease or sublease dwelling
units in such housing (including a manager
of such housing having such right).

‘‘(d) REGULATIONS.—This section shall take
effect upon the date of the effectiveness of
regulations issued by the Secretary to carry
out this section. Such regulations shall be is-
sued not later than the expiration of the 1-
year period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of the Housing Opportunity and Re-
sponsibility Act of 1997 and after notice and
opportunity for public comment in accord-
ance with the procedure under section 553 of
title 5, United States Code, applicable to sub-
stantive rules (notwithstanding subsections
(a)(2), (b)(B), and (d)(3) of such section).’’.
SEC. 623. REVIEW OF DRUG ELIMINATION PRO-

GRAM CONTRACTS.
(a) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of Hous-

ing and Urban Development shall investigate
all security contracts awarded by grantees
under the Public and Assisted Housing Drug
Elimination Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 11901 et
seq.) that are public housing agencies that
own or operate more than 4,500 public hous-
ing dwelling units—

(1) to determine whether the contractors
under such contracts have complied with all
laws and regulations regarding prohibition of
discrimination in hiring practices;

(2) to determine whether such contracts
were awarded in accordance with the appli-
cable laws and regulations regarding the
award of such contracts;

(3) to determine how many such contracts
were awarded under emergency contracting
procedures;

(4) to evaluate the effectiveness of the con-
tracts; and

(5) to provide a full accounting of all ex-
penses under the contracts.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall complete the investigation
required under subsection (a) and submit a
report to the Congress regarding the findings
under the investigation. With respect to each
such contract, the report shall (1) state
whether the contract was made and is oper-
ating, or was not made or is not operating, in
full compliance with applicable laws and reg-

ulations, and (2) for each contract that the
Secretary determines is in such compliance
issue a personal certification of such compli-
ance by the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(c) ACTIONS.—For each contract that is de-
scribed in the report under subsection (b) as
not made or not operating in full compliance
with applicable laws and regulations, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall promptly take any actions avail-
able under law or regulation that are nec-
essary—

(1) to bring such contract into compliance;
or

(2) to terminate the contract.
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall

take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 624. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC AND AS-

SISTED HOUSING DRUG ELIMI-
NATION ACT OF 1990.

(a) SHORT TITLE, PURPOSES, AND AUTHORITY
TO MAKE GRANTS.—Chapter 2 of subtitle C of
title V of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11901 et seq.) is amended by striking
the chapter heading and all that follows
through section 5123 and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY
PARTNERSHIPS AGAINST CRIME

‘‘SEC. 5121. SHORT TITLE.
‘‘This chapter may be cited as the ‘Com-

munity Partnerships Against Crime Act of
1997’.
‘‘SEC. 5122. PURPOSES.

‘‘The purposes of this chapter are to—
‘‘(1) improve the quality of life for the vast

majority of law-abiding public housing resi-
dents by reducing the levels of fear, violence,
and crime in their communities;

‘‘(2) broaden the scope of the Public and
Assisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of
1990 to apply to all types of crime, and not
simply crime that is drug-related; and

‘‘(3) reduce crime and disorder in and
around public housing through the expansion
of community-oriented policing activities
and problem solving.
‘‘SEC. 5123. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

‘‘The Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment may make grants in accordance
with the provisions of this chapter for use in
eliminating crime in and around public hous-
ing and other federally assisted low-income
housing projects to (1) public housing agen-
cies, and (2) private, for-profit and nonprofit
owners of federally assisted low-income
housing.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5124(a) of the

Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C.
11903(a)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by inserting ‘‘and around’’ after ‘‘used in’’;

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, including fenc-
ing, lighting, locking, and surveillance sys-
tems’’;

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(A) to investigate crime; and’’;
(D) in paragraph (6)—
(i) by striking ‘‘in and around public or

other federally assisted low-income housing
projects’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon;
and

(E) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting
the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(7) providing funding to nonprofit public
housing resident management corporations
and resident councils to develop security and
crime prevention programs involving site
residents;

‘‘(8) the employment or utilization of one
or more individuals, including law enforce-

ment officers, made available by contract or
other cooperative arrangement with State or
local law enforcement agencies, to engage in
community- and problem-oriented policing
involving interaction with members of the
community in proactive crime control and
prevention activities;

‘‘(9) programs and activities for or involv-
ing youth, including training, education,
recreation and sports, career planning, and
entrepreneurship and employment activities
and after school and cultural programs; and

‘‘(10) service programs for residents that
address the contributing factors of crime, in-
cluding programs for job training, education,
drug and alcohol treatment, and other appro-
priate social services.’’.

(2) OTHER PHA-OWNED HOUSING.—Section
5124(b) of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11903(b)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘drug-related crime in’’ and

inserting ‘‘crime in and around’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1) through

(7)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (1) through
(10)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘drug-re-
lated’’ and inserting ‘‘criminal’’.

(c) GRANT PROCEDURES.—Section 5125 of
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C.
11904) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 5125. GRANT PROCEDURES.

‘‘(a) PHA’S WITH 250 OR MORE UNITS.—
‘‘(1) GRANTS.—In each fiscal year, the Sec-

retary shall make a grant under this chapter
from any amounts available under section
5131(b)(1) for the fiscal year to each of the
following public housing agencies:

‘‘(A) NEW APPLICANTS.—Each public hous-
ing agency that owns or operates 250 or more
public housing dwelling units and has—

‘‘(i) submitted an application to the Sec-
retary for a grant for such fiscal year, which
includes a 5-year crime deterrence and re-
duction plan under paragraph (2); and

‘‘(ii) had such application and plan ap-
proved by the Secretary.

‘‘(B) RENEWALS.—Each public housing
agency that owns or operates 250 or more
public housing dwelling units and for
which—

‘‘(i) a grant was made under this chapter
for the preceding Federal fiscal year;

‘‘(ii) the term of the 5-year crime deter-
rence and reduction plan applicable to such
grant includes the fiscal year for which the
grant under this subsection is to be made;
and

‘‘(iii) the Secretary has determined, pursu-
ant to a performance review under paragraph
(4), that during the preceding fiscal year the
agency has substantially fulfilled the re-
quirements under subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of paragraph (4).

Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) and (B),
the Secretary may make a grant under this
chapter to a public housing agency that
owns or operates 250 or more public housing
dwelling units only if the agency includes in
the application for the grant information
that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary, that the agency has a need for the
grant amounts based on generally recognized
crime statistics showing that (I) the crime
rate for the public housing developments of
the agency (or the immediate neighborhoods
in which such developments are located) is
higher than the crime rate for the jurisdic-
tion in which the agency operates, (II) the
crime rate for the developments (or such
neighborhoods) is increasing over a period of
sufficient duration to indicate a general
trend, or (III) the operation of the program
under this chapter substantially contributes
to the reduction of crime.

‘‘(2) 5-YEAR CRIME DETERRENCE AND REDUC-
TION PLAN.—Each application for a grant



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2423May 8, 1997
under this subsection shall contain a 5-year
crime deterrence and reduction plan. The
plan shall be developed with the participa-
tion of residents and appropriate law en-
forcement officials. The plan shall describe,
for the public housing agency submitting the
plan—

‘‘(A) the nature of the crime problem in
public housing owned or operated by the pub-
lic housing agency;

‘‘(B) the building or buildings of the public
housing agency affected by the crime prob-
lem;

‘‘(C) the impact of the crime problem on
residents of such building or buildings; and

‘‘(D) the actions to be taken during the
term of the plan to reduce and deter such
crime, which shall include actions involving
residents, law enforcement, and service pro-
viders.

The term of a plan shall be the period con-
sisting of 5 consecutive fiscal years, which
begins with the first fiscal year for which
funding under this chapter is provided to
carry out the plan.

‘‘(3) AMOUNT.—In any fiscal year, the
amount of the grant for a public housing
agency receiving a grant pursuant to para-
graph (1) shall be the amount that bears the
same ratio to the total amount made avail-
able under section 5131(b)(1) as the total
number of public dwelling units owned or op-
erated by such agency bears to the total
number of dwelling units owned or operated
by all public housing agencies that own or
operate 250 or more public housing dwelling
units that are approved for such fiscal year.

‘‘(4) PERFORMANCE REVIEW.—For each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall conduct a perform-
ance review of the activities carried out by
each public housing agency receiving a grant
pursuant to this subsection to determine
whether the agency—

‘‘(A) has carried out such activities in a
timely manner and in accordance with its 5-
year crime deterrence and reduction plan;
and

‘‘(B) has a continuing capacity to carry out
such plan in a timely manner.

‘‘(5) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.—The
Secretary shall establish such deadlines and
requirements for submission of applications
under this subsection.

‘‘(6) REVIEW AND DETERMINATION.—The Sec-
retary shall review each application submit-
ted under this subsection upon submission
and shall approve the application unless the
application and the 5-year crime deterrence
and reduction plan are inconsistent with the
purposes of this chapter or any requirements
established by the Secretary or the informa-
tion in the application or plan is not sub-
stantially complete. Upon approving or de-
termining not to approve an application and
plan submitted under this subsection, the
Secretary shall notify the public housing
agency submitting the application and plan
of such approval or disapproval.

‘‘(7) DISAPPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—If the
Secretary notifies an agency that the appli-
cation and plan of the agency is not ap-
proved, not later than the expiration of the
15-day period beginning upon such notice of
disapproval, the Secretary shall also notify
the agency, in writing, of the reasons for the
disapproval, the actions that the agency
could take to comply with the criteria for
approval, and the deadlines for such actions.

‘‘(8) FAILURE TO APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE.—
If the Secretary fails to notify an agency of
approval or disapproval of an application and
plan submitted under this subsection before
the expiration of the 60-day period beginning
upon the submission of the plan or fails to
provide notice under paragraph (7) within
the 15-day period under such paragraph to an
agency whose application has been dis-

approved, the application and plan shall be
considered to have been approved for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(b) PHA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250 UNITS

AND OWNERS OF FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOW-IN-
COME HOUSING.—

‘‘(1) APPLICATIONS AND PLANS.—To be eligi-
ble to receive a grant under this chapter, a
public housing agency that owns or operates
fewer than 250 public housing dwelling units
or an owner of federally assisted low-income
housing shall submit an application to the
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and
accompanied by such additional information
as the Secretary may require. The applica-
tion shall include a plan for addressing the
problem of crime in and around the housing
for which the application is submitted, de-
scribing in detail activities to be conducted
during the fiscal year for which the grant is
requested.

‘‘(2) GRANTS FOR PHA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250

UNITS.—In each fiscal year the Secretary
may, to the extent amounts are available
under section 5131(b)(2), make grants under
this chapter to public housing agencies that
own or operate fewer than 250 public housing
dwelling units and have submitted applica-
tions under paragraph (1) that the Secretary
has approved pursuant to the criteria under
paragraph (4).

‘‘(3) GRANTS FOR FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOW-
INCOME HOUSING.—In each fiscal year the Sec-
retary may, to the extent amounts are avail-
able under section 5131(b)(3), make grants
under this chapter to owners of federally as-
sisted low-income housing that have submit-
ted applications under paragraph (1) that the
Secretary has approved pursuant to the cri-
teria under paragraphs (4) and (5).

‘‘(4) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Secretary shall determine
whether to approve each application under
this subsection on the basis of—

‘‘(A) the extent of the crime problem in
and around the housing for which the appli-
cation is made;

‘‘(B) the quality of the plan to address the
crime problem in the housing for which the
application is made;

‘‘(C) the capability of the applicant to
carry out the plan; and

‘‘(D) the extent to which the tenants of the
housing, the local government, local commu-
nity-based nonprofit organizations, local
tenant organizations representing residents
of neighboring projects that are owned or as-
sisted by the Secretary, and the local com-
munity support and participate in the design
and implementation of the activities pro-
posed to be funded under the application.

In each fiscal year, the Secretary may give
preference to applications under this sub-
section for housing made by applicants who
received a grant for such housing for the pre-
ceding fiscal year under this subsection or
under the provisions of this chapter as in ef-
fect immediately before the date of the en-
actment of the Housing Opportunity and Re-
sponsibility Act of 1997.

‘‘(5) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR FEDERALLY
ASSISTED LOW-INCOME HOUSING.—In addition
to the selection criteria under paragraph (4),
the Secretary may establish other criteria
for evaluating applications submitted by
owners of federally assisted low-income
housing, except that such additional criteria
shall be designed only to reflect—

‘‘(A) relevant differences between the fi-
nancial resources and other characteristics
of public housing agencies and owners of fed-
erally assisted low-income housing; or

‘‘(B) relevant differences between the prob-
lem of crime in public housing administered
by such authorities and the problem of crime
in federally assisted low-income housing.’’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—Section 5126 of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11905) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2);
(2) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘sec-

tion’’ before ‘‘221(d)(4)’’;
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)

(as so amended) as paragraphs (1) and (2), re-
spectively; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(3) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY.—The term
‘public housing agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 103 of the Housing
Opportunity and Responsibility Act of 1997.’’.

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 5127 of the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11906)
is amended by striking ‘‘Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Housing Opportunity and Respon-
sibility Act of 1997’’.

(f) REPORTS.—Section 5128 of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11907) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘drug-related crime in’’ and
inserting ‘‘crime in and around’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘described in section
5125(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘for the grantee sub-
mitted under subsection (a) or (b) of section
5125, as applicable’’.

(g) FUNDING AND PROGRAM SUNSET.—Chap-
ter 2 of subtitle C of title V of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 is amended by striking sec-
tion 5130 (42 U.S.C. 11909) and inserting the
following new section:
‘‘SEC. 5130. FUNDING.

‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this chapter $290,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

‘‘(b) ALLOCATION.—Of any amounts avail-
able, or that the Secretary is authorized to
use, to carry out this chapter in any fiscal
year—

‘‘(1) 85 percent shall be available only for
assistance pursuant to section 5125(a) to pub-
lic housing agencies that own or operate 250
or more public housing dwelling units;

‘‘(2) 10 percent shall be available only for
assistance pursuant to section 5125(b)(2) to
public housing agencies that own or operate
fewer than 250 public housing dwelling units;
and

‘‘(3) 5 percent shall be available only for as-
sistance to federally assisted low-income
housing pursuant to section 5125(b)(3).

‘‘(c) RETENTION OF PROCEEDS OF ASSET FOR-
FEITURES BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing section 3302 of title 31, United
States Code, or any other provision of law af-
fecting the crediting of collections, the pro-
ceeds of forfeiture proceedings and funds
transferred to the Office of Inspector General
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, as a participating agency, from
the Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture
Fund or the Department of the Treasury
Forfeiture Fund, as an equitable share from
the forfeiture of property in investigations
in which the Office of Inspector General par-
ticipates, shall be deposited to the credit of
the Office of Inspector General for Operation
Safe Home activities authorized under the
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, to
remain available until expended.’’.

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table
of contents in section 5001 of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–690; 102
Stat. 4295) is amended—

(1) by striking the item relating to the
heading for chapter 2 of subtitle C of title V
and inserting the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS
AGAINST CRIME’’;

(2) by striking the item relating to section
5122 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5122. Purposes.’’;
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(3) by striking the item relating to section

5125 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5125. Grant procedures.’’;

and
(4) by striking the item relating to section

5130 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5130. Funding.’’.

(i) TREATMENT OF NOFA.—The cap limiting
assistance under the Notice of Funding
Availability issued by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in the Fed-
eral Register of April 8, 1996, shall not apply
to a public housing agency within an area
designated as a high intensity drug traffick-
ing area under section 1005(c) of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1504(c)).

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall take
effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Subtitle C—Limitations Relating to
Occupancy in Federally Assisted Housing

SEC. 641. SCREENING OF APPLICANTS.
(a) INELIGIBILITY BECAUSE OF EVICTION.—

Any household or member of a household
evicted from federally assisted housing (as
such term is defined in section 645) shall not
be eligible for federally assisted housing—

(1) in the case of eviction by reason of
drug-related criminal activity, for a period
of not less than 3 years that begins on the
date of such eviction, unless the evicted
member of the household successfully com-
pletes a rehabilitation program; and

(2) in the case of an eviction for other seri-
ous violations of the terms or conditions of
the lease, for a reasonable period of time, as
determined by the public housing agency or
owner of the federally assisted housing, as
applicable.
The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2)
may be waived if the circumstances leading
to eviction no longer exist.

(b) INELIGIBILITY OF ILLEGAL DRUG USERS
AND ALCOHOL USERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a public housing
agency or an owner of federally assisted
housing, or both, as determined by the Sec-
retary, shall establish standards that pro-
hibit admission to the program or admission
to federally assisted housing for any house-
hold with a member—

(A) who the public housing agency or
owner determines is engaging in the illegal
use of a controlled substance; or

(B) with respect to whom the public hous-
ing agency or owner determines that it has
reasonable cause to believe that such house-
hold member’s illegal use (or pattern of ille-
gal use) of a controlled substance, or abuse
(or pattern of abuse) of alcohol, would inter-
fere with the health, safety, or right to
peaceful enjoyment of the premises by other
residents.

(2) CONSIDERATION OF REHABILITATION.—In
determining whether, pursuant to paragraph
(1)(B), to deny admission to the program or
to federally assisted housing to any house-
hold based on a pattern of illegal use of a
controlled substance or a pattern of abuse of
alcohol by a household member, a public
housing agency or an owner may consider
whether such household member—

(A) has successfully completed an accred-
ited drug or alcohol rehabilitation program
(as applicable) and is no longer engaging in
the illegal use of a controlled substance or
abuse of alcohol (as applicable);

(B) has otherwise been rehabilitated suc-
cessfully and is no longer engaging in the il-
legal use of a controlled substance or abuse
of alcohol (as applicable); or

(C) is participating in an accredited drug
or alcohol rehabilitation program (as appli-
cable) and is no longer engaging in the ille-

gal use of a controlled substance or abuse of
alcohol (as applicable).

(c) AUTHORITY TO DENY ADMISSION TO
CRIMINAL OFFENDERS.—Except as provided in
subsections (a) and (b) and in addition to any
other authority to screen applicants, in se-
lecting among applicants for admission to
the program or to federally assisted housing,
if the public housing agency or owner of such
housing (as applicable) determines that an
applicant or any member of the applicant’s
household is or was, during a reasonable
time preceding the date when the applicant
household would otherwise be selected for
admission, engaged in any criminal activity
(including drug-related criminal activity),
the public housing agency or owner may—

(1) deny such applicant admission to the
program or to federally assisted housing;

(2) consider the applicant (for purposes of
any waiting list) as not having applied for
the program or such housing; and

(3) after the expiration of the reasonable
period beginning upon such activity, require
the applicant, as a condition of admission to
the program or to federally assisted housing,
to submit to the public housing agency or
owner evidence sufficient (as the Secretary
shall by regulation provide) to ensure that
the individual or individuals in the appli-
cant’s household who engaged in criminal ac-
tivity for which denial was made under para-
graph (1) have not engaged in any criminal
activity during such reasonable period.

(d) AUTHORITY TO REQUIRE ACCESS TO
CRIMINAL RECORDS.—A public housing agency
and an owner of federally assisted housing
may require, as a condition of providing ad-
mission to the program or admission to or
occupancy in federally assisted housing, that
each adult member of the household provide
a signed, written authorization for the public
housing agency to obtain the records de-
scribed in section 644(a) regarding such mem-
ber of the household from the National
Crime Information Center, police depart-
ments, other law enforcement agencies, and
State registration agencies referred to in
such section. In the case of an owner of fed-
erally assisted housing that is not a public
housing agency, the owner shall request the
public housing agency having jurisdiction
over the area within which the housing is lo-
cated to obtain the records pursuant to sec-
tion 644.

(e) ADMISSION BASED ON DISABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility for admission to federally
assisted housing, a person shall not be con-
sidered to have a disability or a handicap
solely because of the prior or current illegal
use of a controlled substance (as defined in
section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act)
or solely by reason of the prior or current
use of alcohol.

(2) CONTINUED OCCUPANCY.—This subsection
may not be construed to prohibit the contin-
ued occupancy of any person who is a resi-
dent in assisted housing on the effective date
of this Act.
SEC. 642. TERMINATION OF TENANCY AND AS-

SISTANCE FOR ILLEGAL DRUG
USERS AND ALCOHOL ABUSERS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, a public housing agency or an owner of
federally assisted housing (as applicable),
shall establish standards or lease provisions
for continued assistance or occupancy in fed-
erally assisted housing that allow the agency
or owner (as applicable) to terminate the
tenancy or assistance for any household with
a member—

(1) who the public housing agency or owner
determines is engaging in the illegal use of a
controlled substance; or

(2) whose illegal use of a controlled sub-
stance, or whose abuse of alcohol, is deter-

mined by the public housing agency or owner
to interfere with the health, safety, or right
to peaceful enjoyment of the premises by
other residents.
SEC. 643. LEASE REQUIREMENTS.

In addition to any other applicable lease
requirements, each lease for a dwelling unit
in federally assisted housing shall provide
that—

(1) the owner may not terminate the ten-
ancy except for violation of the terms or
conditions of the lease, violation of applica-
ble Federal, State, or local law, or for other
good cause; and

(2) grounds for termination of tenancy
shall include any criminal or other activity,
engaged in by the tenant, any member of the
tenant’s household, any guest, or any other
person under the control of the household,
that—

(A) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of the premises
by, other tenant or employees of the owner
or other manager of the housing;

(B) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of their prem-
ises by, persons residing in the immediate vi-
cinity of the premises; or

(C) with respect only to activity engaged
in by the tenant or any member of the ten-
ant’s household, is criminal activity on or
off the premises.
SEC. 644. AVAILABILITY OF CRIMINAL RECORDS

FOR TENANT SCREENING AND EVIC-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) CRIMINAL CONVICTION INFORMATION.—

Notwithstanding any other provision of law
other than paragraphs (3) and (4), upon the
request of a public housing agency, the Na-
tional Crime Information Center, a police de-
partment, and any other law enforcement
agency shall provide to the public housing
agency information regarding the criminal
conviction records of an adult applicant for,
or tenants of, federally assisted housing for
purposes of applicant screening, lease en-
forcement, and eviction, but only if the pub-
lic housing agency requests such information
and presents to such Center, department, or
agency a written authorization, signed by
such applicant, for the release of such infor-
mation to the public housing agency or other
owner of the federally assisted housing.

(2) INFORMATION REGARDING CRIMES AGAINST
CHILDREN.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law other than paragraphs (3) and
(4), upon the request of a public housing
agency, a State law enforcement agency des-
ignated as a registration agency under a
State registration program under subtitle A
of title XVII of the Violent Crime Control
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C.
14071), and any local law enforcement agency
authorized by the State agency shall provide
to a public housing agency the information
collected under or such State registration
program, regarding an adult applicant for, or
tenant of, federally assisted housing for pur-
poses of applicant screening, lease enforce-
ment, and eviction, but only if the public
housing agency requests such information
and presents to such State registration agen-
cy or other local law enforcement agency a
written authorization, signed by such appli-
cant, for the release of such information to
the public housing agency or other owner of
the federally assisted housing.

(3) DELAYED EFFECTIVE DATE FOR OWNERS
OTHER THAN PHA’S.—The provisions of para-
graphs (1) and (2) authorizing obtaining in-
formation for owners of federally assisted
housing other than public housing agencies
shall not take effect before—

(A) the expiration of the 1-year period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act;
and
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(B) the Secretary and the Attorney Gen-

eral of the United States have determined
that access to such information is feasible
for such owners and have provided for the
terms of release of such information to own-
ers.

(4) EXCEPTION.—The information provided
under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) shall in-
clude information regarding any criminal
conviction of a juvenile only to the extent
that the release of such information is au-
thorized under the law of the applicable
State, tribe, or locality.

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—A public housing
agency or owner receiving information under
this section may use such information only
for the purposes provided in this section and
such information may not be disclosed to
any person who is not an officer, employee,
or authorized representative of the agency or
owner and who has a job-related need to have
access to the information in connection with
admission of applicants, eviction of tenants,
or termination of assistance. For judicial
eviction proceedings, disclosures may be
made to the extent necessary. The Secretary
shall, by regulation, establish procedures
necessary to ensure that information pro-
vided under this section to a public housing
agency or owner is used, and confidentiality
of such information is maintained, as re-
quired under this section.

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO DISPUTE.—Before an
adverse action is taken with regard to assist-
ance under for federally assisted housing on
the basis of a criminal record, the public
housing agency or owner shall provide the
tenant or applicant with a copy of the crimi-
nal record and an opportunity to dispute the
accuracy and relevance of that record.

(d) FEE.—A public housing agency may be
charged a reasonable fee for information pro-
vided under subsection (a). A public housing
agency may require an owner of federally as-
sisted housing (that is not a public housing
agency) to pay such fee for any information
that the agency acquires for the owner pur-
suant to section 641(e) and subsection (a) of
this section.

(e) RECORDS MANAGEMENT.—Each public
housing agency and owner of federally as-
sisted housing that receives criminal record
information pursuant to this section shall
establish and implement a system of records
management that ensures that any criminal
record received by the agency or owner is—

(1) maintained confidentially;
(2) not misused or improperly dissemi-

nated; and
(3) destroyed in a timely fashion, once the

purpose for which the record was requested
has been accomplished.

(f) PENALTY.—Any person who knowingly
and willfully requests or obtains any infor-
mation concerning an applicant for, or ten-
ant of, federally assisted housing pursuant to
the authority under this section under false
pretenses, or any person who knowingly and
willfully discloses any such information in
any manner to any individual not entitled
under any law to receive it, shall be guilty of
a misdemeanor and fined not more than
$5,000. The term ‘‘person’’ as used in this sub-
section shall include an officer, employee, or
authorized representative of any public hous-
ing agency or owner.

(g) CIVIL ACTION.—Any applicant for, or
tenant of, federally assisted housing affected
by (1) a negligent or knowing disclosure of
information referred to in this section about
such person by an officer, employee, or au-
thorized representative of any public housing
agency or owner of federally assisted hous-
ing, which disclosure is not authorized by
this section, or (2) any other negligent or
knowing action that is inconsistent with
this section, may bring a civil action for
damages and such other relief as may be ap-

propriate against any public housing agency
or owner responsible for such unauthorized
action. The district court of the United
States in the district in which the affected
applicant or tenant resides, in which such
unauthorized action occurred, or in which
the officer, employee, or representative al-
leged to be responsible for any such unau-
thorized action resides, shall have jurisdic-
tion in such matters. Appropriate relief that
may be ordered by such district courts shall
include reasonable attorney’s fees and other
litigation costs.

(h) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘adult’’ means a person who is
18 years of age or older, or who has been con-
victed of a crime as an adult under any Fed-
eral, State, or tribal law.
SEC. 645. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this subtitle, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUSING.—The
term ‘‘federally assisted housing’’ means a
dwelling unit—

(A) in public housing (as such term is de-
fined in section 102);

(B) assisted with choice-based housing as-
sistance under title III;

(C) in housing that is provided project-
based assistance under section 8 of the Unit-
ed States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect be-
fore the effective date of the repeal under
section 601(b) of this Act) or pursuant to sec-
tion 601(f) of this Act, including new con-
struction and substantial rehabilitation
projects;

(D) in housing that is assisted under sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 (as amend-
ed by section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act);

(E) in housing that is assisted under sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as such
section existed before the enactment of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act;

(F) in housing that is assisted under sec-
tion 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National
Affordable Housing Act;

(G) in housing financed by a loan or mort-
gage insured under section 221(d)(3) of the
National Housing Act that bears interest at
a rate determined under the proviso of sec-
tion 221(d)(5) of such Act;

(H) in housing insured, assisted, or held by
the Secretary or a State or State agency
under section 236 of the National Housing
Act;

(I) for purposes only of subsections 641(c),
641(d), 643, and 644, in housing assisted under
section 515 of the Housing Act of 1949.

(2) OWNER.—The term ‘‘owner’’ means, with
respect to federally assisted housing, the en-
tity or private person (including a coopera-
tive or public housing agency) that has the
legal right to lease or sublease dwelling
units in such housing.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to the Housing Opportunity and Re-
sponsibility Act [H.R. 2]. Among many things,
H.R. 2 would dismantle the 30-year bedrock
principle of U.S. housing policy—the Brooke
amendment. With the punitive undertones of
the bill and several proposed amendments,
H.R. 2 represents Welfare Reform Part II . . .
punishing the less fortunate for being poor.
Using such euphemisms as local flexibility, in-
come diversity, work incentives, and self-suffi-
ciency, H.R. 2 would shamefully take from
those who have the least resources and are
the most vulnerable the right to something as
basic as food and clothing: a decent place to
sleep at night.

If we are going to have an honest debate
about the best way to allocate federal re-
sources to address the housing needs of this

nation, then we need to place all of the facts
on the table: U.S. housing policy is embar-
rassingly inequitable. Despite the low-income
housing needs of this country, only 20 percent
of housing outlays is allocated for providing
housing assistance and subsidies to lower-in-
come families. The other 80 percent is tax ex-
penditures enjoyed by wealthier families who
are able to deduct mortgage interest, property
taxes, capital gains, and other investor-home-
owner ‘‘perks’’ from their tax liabilities. The re-
sult of this unjust, inequitable housing policy:
Over 70 percent of the families who qualify for
low-income housing assistance are not receiv-
ing it.

Without regard to this imbalance in Federal
housing policy, H.R. 2 would blatantly ignore
those Americans who truly need housing as-
sistance. H.R. 2 would mandate that housing
authorities reserve a paltry 35 percent of new
public housing units for families earning 30
percent or less of the median income in a
local area (i.e., the very low-income). The re-
maining slots would be reserved for families
earning up to 80 percent of the area’s median
income. (Under current law, 85 percent of
public housing units must be provided to fami-
lies with incomes at or below 50 percent of the
area’s median income.) In most communities,
30 percent of the area’s median income is
roughly equivalent to the poverty line. (In New
York City, 30 percent of median income
equals $11,700 for a two-person household.)
To reserve such a small percentage of public
housing for our poorest families, given the dra-
matic evidence of unaddressed needs, is an
unforgivable act by my Republican colleagues.

To add insult to injury, H.R. 2 includes a
‘‘fungibility’’ clause that would create a loop-
hole that further weakens targeting provisions.
H.R. 2 would allow public housing authorities
to satisfy their meager 35 percent targeting re-
serve for the very low-income by counting the
number of Section 8 vouchers granted to such
families. (The Section 8 Program would be re-
quired to reserve only 40 percent of the slots
for the very low-income.) Thus, if a public
housing authority gives 75 percent of Section
8 vouchers to the very poor, it would NOT be
required to make public housing units avail-
able to such families. In effect, public housing
would be offered to higher-income families,
while the very low-income would be offered
housing vouchers. On the surface it appears
that public housing would then become more
diversely populated and the very low-income
would be free to secure housing outside of the
traditional public authority ‘‘warehouse.’’ How-
ever, it is unreasonable to assume the private
housing market could reasonably accommo-
date the elderly, disabled and large low-in-
come families who have very special housing
needs.

H.R. 2 would cleverly erode the protections
of the Brooke Amendment. Under current law,
this amendment sets the maximum percent-
age that tenants could be charged for rent at
30 percent of adjusted gross income (AGI).
However, H.R. 2 would introduce a deceitful
practice touted as giving the tenant a ‘‘choice’’
in rent calculations. H.R. 2 would allow the
tenant to choose between two different cal-
culations: (1) the tenant could choose a rent
calculation based on income, in which case
the rent could not exceed the 30 percent cap;
or (2) the tenant could choose a flat-rate de-
termined by the housing authority based on
the rental value of the housing. This leads to
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an obvious question: What assurances are
there that the tenant will not mistakenly
choose the rate that will be more costly to him
or her?

Moreover, H.R. 2 would require housing au-
thorities to set monthly minimum rents at $25
to $50, and authorities could grant hardship
exemptions from such minimum rent require-
ments. To individuals who make more than
$100,000 per year, a minimum rent of $25 to
$50 may seem reasonable. Such reasoning
only illustrates how out of touch supporters of
this bill are with the people they represent. For
the state of New York, a $50 minimum rent
would affect 900 households, and a $25 mini-
mum rent would affect 1,828 households. For
homeless families utilizing special rent assist-
ance, but who have no income, this minimum
rent would be a hardship. For large families
receiving AFDC in low benefit states, this mini-
mum rent would be a hardship. For families
awaiting determination of eligibility for public
benefits, this minimum would be a hardship.
For individuals and families transitioning from
homelessness to housing, this minimum rent
would be a hardship. Yes, many of the people
that we represent have little to no income at
all. The Congress should be compassionate
enough to grant these families some leeway.
Support the Velazquez amendment that would
only allow a minimum rent up to $25 and
would grant the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) the authority
to define eligibility for the exemption.

Finally, H.R. 2 would permit the short-
sighted, misguided practice of turning over
state public housing funds to local govern-
ments in the form of a block grant without re-
gard to vital protections. The Home Rule Flexi-
bility Grant could be utilized by cities and
towns to develop and administer their own
low-income housing programs. Again, the per-
verse possibilities of such a fund are crystal
clear. Local governments, already grappling
with fiscal viability, may choose to use federal
housing funds for other city needs. Local gov-
ernments would be free to establish their own
rules and regulations regarding income
targeting provisions, 30 percent rent ceilings
and other tenant protections.

Undoubtedly, H.R. 2 is a bad bill. It is not
a marked improvement over last year’s failed
effort to reform the nation’s public housing pol-
icy. It contains minor provisions that do some
overall good for the community development
and housing needs of our most vulnerable:
permitting HUD to take over chronically trou-
bled housing authorities; permitting the demoli-
tion of obsolete, dilapidated urban public hous-
ing; and permitting ‘‘elderly only’’ or ‘‘disabled
only’’ public housing buildings. However, these
are crumbs compared to the overall famine in
housing face by 5.3 million poor families who
pay more than 50 percent of their income for
rent and/or live in substandard housing. This
bill does little to provide ‘‘a housing oppor-
tunity’’ for our vulnerable citizens and abdi-
cates a great deal of federal ‘‘responsibility.’’
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the so-called ‘‘Housing Oppor-
tunity and Responsibility Act.’’

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. STEARNS)
having assumed the chair, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Chairman of the Commit-

tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill, (H.R. 2) to repeal the United
States Housing Act of 1937, deregulate
the public housing program and the
program for rental housing assistance
for low-income families, and increase
community control over such pro-
grams, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

f

SALUTING THE SPIRIT OF VOL-
UNTEERISM AND THE WORK OF
LEO FRIGO OF GREEN BAY, WI

(Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to salute the spir-
it of volunteerism, and to bring to
Members’ attention the work of one
Leo Frigo of Green Bay, WI.

Leo Frigo exemplifies the very spirit
of volunteerism that inspired a na-
tional volunteer summit last month in
Philadelphia I was privileged to attend.
In my city, Leo Frigo makes a dif-
ference to the community and to our
country. He was honored last night
with a 1997 Green Bay Rotary Free En-
terprise Award.

In business, Leo Frigo led a success-
ful cheesemaking company in Wiscon-
sin, but in retirement he set an amaz-
ing example for a community; 14 years
in retirement focused on feeding the
hungry.

He convinced the local St. Vincent de
Paul Society into making space at its
store for food donations. Thus was born
Paul’s Pantry. Today it is a thriving
food pantry for the hungry.

Leo Frigo’s title is volunteer execu-
tive director, but what he does every
day is more remarkable: collecting
food, sorting food, driving a forklift.
Leo does whatever is required so others
in need may eat. Last year he directed
more than 5,000 volunteers in giving
out millions of dollars’ worth of food,
feeding families who otherwise would
go hungry.

Leo Frigo is a great example of vol-
unteer citizen service at its purest. He
is an inspiration to us all, and I join all
of northeast Wisconsin in thanking
him for his tremendous work.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY,
MAY 9, 1997, TO FILE REPORT ON
H.R. 1486, FOREIGN POLICY RE-
FORM ACT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
International Relations have until
midnight, Friday, May 9, 1997, to file a
report on the bill, H.R. 1486, the For-
eign Policy Reform Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
12, 1997

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MAY 13, 1997

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, May 12, 1997, it ad-
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 13, 1997, for morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

HONORING THE TEACHERS OF THE
TITLE I RESOURCE PROGRAM AT
THE MT. HOPE/NANJEMOY ELE-
MENTARY SCHOOL

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, this is Na-
tional Teacher Recognition Week. I
rise today to recognize three very spe-
cial teachers in my district: Debbie
Lane, Kathleen Donahue, and Deborah
Walker. Together they run the title I
resource program at Mt. Hope/
Nanjemoy Elementary School in
Nanjemoy, MD. The Mt. Hope/
Nanjemoy Elementary School placed
almost a full three points above the
countywide average in the Maryland
school performance assessment pro-
gram. This improvement over last
year’s below average score is due in
part to the efforts of these three very
distinguished teachers.

The Department of Education joins
me in recognizing the Mt. Hope/
Nanjemoy Elementary School. This
title I program is part of a select group
honored by the Department of Edu-
cation this week.

I salute, Mr. Speaker, these three
teachers and the title I resource pro-
gram for its outstanding success. They
touch the future, and the future will be
better for their efforts.
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